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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this study is to analyse, both theoretically and 
empirically, the international trade and economic welfare consequences 
for land- locked developing countries of having no direct access to the 
sea . More specifically, the study aims firstly to show that the 
natural barrier to overseas trade due to land-lockedness is substantial, 
compared with both the value of goods they trade internationally, the 
natural barrier due to ocean shipping costs and the governmental 
barriers due to restrictive international trade policies. Secondly, 
it draws on international trade theory to derive a number of testable 
hypotheses concerning the trade and welfare consequences of land-
lockedness . Where available secondary data permit , these hypotheses 
are then tested using non-parametric statistical techniques. By and 
large, the evidence is not inconsis t ent with the hypotheses, suggesting 
that land-locked developing countries do indeed have an additional 
significant trade barrier over and above that of their non-land-locked 
neighbours. The study concludes by suggesting some policy implications 
which follow from the analysis. In particular, if land-locked 
developing countries are to take as much advantage of the gains from 
international specialization of production as non-land-locked countries, 
they need to ensure that they have less government-imposed barriers to 
both commodity and factor trade than their neighbours, and that any 
government planning of industrial development promotes industries that 
not only make the best use of the country's resource endowments (that 
1S, labour-intensive, low-skill industries) but also involve low 
transport costs . 
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DEFINITIONS AND ABBREVIATIONS 
land-locked country (LLC) 
land-locked developing 
country (developing LLC) 
non-land-locked country 
(non-LLC) 
non-neighbouring COuntDj 
(NNC) 
non-neighbour trade (NNT) 
transit country (TC) 
port(s) of transit 
transit costs 
Any country which does not have 
any sea coast. 
A LLC which has been classified 
as a developing country by the 
united Nations and its specialised 
agencles . 
All countries other than LLCs. 
(The theoretical analysis of the 
present study could of course also 
be applied to those non-LLCs which 
do not have any useful sea coast 
for the purpose of international 
trade. ) 
All countries other than those 
which share a border with a 
particular country. 
Trade between a particular country 
and its NNCs. 
Any country through which the 
commodity traded between any two 
countries passes. For an LLC, its 
TCs of interest are the countries 
through which it gets access to the 
sea and hence to overseas markets. 
The port(s) of a TC used by n LLC 
for its NNT 
All costs involved in rnovlng goods 
between the borde r of n LLC and ship s 
in the port(s) of transit. It includes 
any costs due to s pecial terms and 
conditions of transit and any discrimina-
tion against n LLC in the pricing of 
transit services. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Background to the Study 
Within the international community, particularly the United 
Nations (UN) , two groups of countries have, in recent years, been 
identified as needing special study and assistance. These are the 
developing land-locked countries (LLCs) and the developing island 
countries , the majority of which have attained political indepen-
dence during the post-World War II decolonisation process. 
Both of these groups are considered to face special problems ln addi-
tion to common impediments to development such as low levels of edu-
cation, lack of infrastructural facilities, etc., which other developing 
countries are also striving to overcome . These special problems are 
attributed mainly to the small size of their economies, their poor 
natural resource base and their geographic position (Glassner 1970, 
p . 13; UN 1975, pp.156-157). 
The domestic market Slze of a country is a function not 
only of its per capita income but also of its total income. In order 
to realise economies of scale, therefore, these small developing 
countries more than other developing countries have to specialise 
their production, export a large proportion of their output, and with 
the export proceeds import those goods in which they have a compara-
tive cost disadvantage internationally. 
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Participation in international trade is not difficult for 
the developing island countries since they have direct ocean access to 
international markets . But for LLCs the access to international 
markets is indirect . By definition , LLCs do not have territorial access 
to the sea , and hence , have to depend on their coastal neighbours for 
an opportunity to participate in international trade. And, as the UN 
Group of Experts points out, 'The question of access to the sea lS 
v ital , since transporting goods or persons across oceans is free in a 
sense in which transport across land , because political frontiers have 
to be crossed , and by air, because over - flying rights have to be secured, 
can never be . ' 1 (UNCTAD 1970 , TD/B/308 , pr.12) . Thus the magnitude, 
composition and direction of LLC trade with the non-neighbouring 
countries (NNCs) - and ultimately their economic welfare - depends on 
how much they can rely on their coastal neighbours or transit countries 
(TCs) to provide access to the sea, given that shipping generally pro-
vides the cheapest form of transporting most goods overseas. 
The evidence of intermittent interruption to LLCs' access 
to the sea (East 1960; Glassner 1970, p.72, 1977; Far Eastern Economic 
Review , Oct . 1 , 1976 and Feb.ll, 1977) and the reluctance on the part of 
the TCs to agree that LLCs deserve free, secure and uninte rrupted access 
to the sea for trade, shows that such access is by no me ans guarantee d. 
Even though the LLCs have been seeking guaranteed access to the s e a 
since 1921, no commonly agreed solution has yet bee n formulated (Makil 
1 The UN documents (mimeographed) referred to in this study are 
presented along with their document nurnber(s) (e.g. TD/B/308 in 
this case) for easy identification. Also, the r e f e r e nce is made 
to paragraph number(s) (e.g. pr . 12) instead of page numbe rs. In 
all other cases the usual practice is followed. 
( . 
1970); the only progress has been a number of bilateral and regional 
arrangements to provide for access to the sea (Govindraj 1974a). 
Even the e xistence of these latter arrangements does not mean that 
3 
the LLCs concerned have guaranteed , unconditional and permanent access 
to the sea, for many of the arrangements are conditional and time 
bound. Nepal's treaty of trade and transit with India (Trade Promotion 
Centre 1971), which came into force in August 1971, is a typical example 
of such bilateral arrangements : the types of commodities traded with 
third countries are subjected to conditions (Article XIV) which may 
not necessarily be in the interest of the LLC, and the arrangement is 
valid for only five years with the possibility of extending it a further 
five years. Another example is the present bilateral arrangement between 
Bhutan and India: India has the right to pay Bhutan in any currency of 
its choice for Bhutan's earnings from exports to third countries (The 
Statesman, March 30, 1978). The occasional restriction imposed by 
South Africa on the movement of persons between Lesotho and the rest 
of the world illustrates yet another limitation of being a LLC. 
only three transit countries (USSR, Nigeria and Chile) have so far 
acceded to the united Nations' Convention on Transit Trade of the 
Indeed, 
Land-locked Countries - a Convention which provides for access to the 
sea for trade as a right of LLCs . 
From this it is evident that land-lockedness, though 
essentially a political phenomenon , can have economic consequences. 
Yet there has not been any thorough economic analysis of the conse-
quences of being land-locked, particularly as it affects LLC trade 
and welfare, although it has been a subject of interest to geographers 
(East 1960; Dale 1968, 1969; Schmidt 1959; Johnson 1969; Pollock 
4 
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1971 ; Prescott 1975) , to those in the field of international law 
(e.g . Makil 1970 ; Cervenka 1973b; Pechota 1973; Gdvindraj 1974a,b) f 
and to those concerned with international relations and politics 
(e . g . Glassner 1970 , 1977; Browrnan 1973; Anglin 1973; Hermans 1973; 
Legun 1973 ; Mtshali 1973). In addition , the UN and some of its 
agencies have drawn the attention of the international community to 
the problems faced by these countries. But most of the UN works 
(e . g . UN 1958 , A/CONF . 13/29; UNCTAD 1970 , TD/ B/308; UNCTAD 1972, 
TD/10l/Add . lprs.VII . 46-VII.67 ; UNCTAD 1972, TD/136; UNCTAD 1973; 
TD/B/453/Add.l; UN 1974, E/550l; UN 1975 pp.156-l74; UNCTAD 1976, 
TD/191 ; TD/191/Supp . l ; UN 1977 pp . 63 - 65 , 150-151 and 165-167) have 
been concerned with international forums . The only exceptions are 
the report of the UN Group of Experts which has identified the key 
developmental problems of the selected developing LLCs (UNCTAD 1970, 
TD/B/308) , and suggested the transport strategies for these countries 
(UNCTAD 1973 , TD/B/453/Add.l). Also, the report prepared by the 
UNCTAD secretariat for the UN Economic and Social Council (UN 1974, 
E/550l) has estimated the transit costs for 18 developing LLCs in 
order to provide a basis for the establishment of a special fund in 
favour of developing LLCs. This eventuated in 1977 (UN 1977), and 
although the assistance so far from this special multilateral fund 
has been only nominal , it demonstrates that the international 
community at least recognises that the LLCs have special problems. 
1 . 2 Purpose and Outline of the Study 
The purpose of this study is to analyse , both theoretically 
and empirically, the effects on the international trade and economic 
welfare of LLCs of the additional barrier to trade caused by land-lockedness. 
5 
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Traditionally, international trade economists concerned with trade 
barriers have assumed transport costs to be zero or at least insigni-
ficant . Recent empirical work has, however, shown that shipping 
costs are far from insignificant (e.g . Waters 1970; Yeats, 1977a,b; 
Sampson 1977), and In some cases shipping costs provide a greater 
barrier to trade than tariffs and other forms of governmental trade 
restriction (Finger and Yeats, 1976; Yeats, 1977a). The question of 
concern in this study is whether the additional transport costs of 
getting goods through a TC are also substantial for LLCs and if so, 
what effects this has on trade and welfare in LLCs. As mentioned 
earlier , there has been virtually no research in this field. And 
since - as the next chapter makes clear - the majority of LLCs are 
not only part of the third world but are among the least-developed 
of the low lncome countries, the topic seems particularly worthy, 
especially In the light of recent empirical studies showing the 
importance of trade to economlC growth In developing countries 
(for example, Krueger 1978). 
Specifically, the major objectives of the presen t study 
are as follows: 
(i) To report on available evidence concernlng the 
magnitude of transit costs for LLCs relative to the value of goods 
they trade internationally, to the natural trade barrier due to the 
ocean shipping part of transport costs, and to the government-imposed 
trade barriers due to trade policies (Chapter 3); 
(ii) To analyse theoretically the trade and welfare con-
sequences of transit cost barriers to trade, from which a number of 
a priori hypotheses are suggested (Chapter 4); 
( . 
(iii) To test empirically some of t he a priori 
hypotheses suggested by the theoretical analysis concernlng the 
differences between the trade patterns and trade policy of LLCs and 
non-LLCs on the one hand and among different LLCs on the other 
(Chapter 5) i and 
6 
(iv) To draw out the policy implications of the findings. 
(Chapter 6) . 
Chapter 2 looks at a few geographic and economlC charac-
teristics of LLCs and points out the similarities and differences in 
these characteristics between different LLCs and their coastal neigh-
bours and between developing and developed LLCs. The first section 
of Chapter 3 discusses the so urce s, limitation s and assumptions of 
the data used in the study, while the second section reports available 
empirical estimates of transit costs . Chapter 4, which analyses 
theoretically the trade and welfare consequences of land-lockedness , 
begins by looking at the case assuming only final goods are traded. 
It then introduces intermediate inputs and makes use of the concept of 
effective protection . This is followed by an analysis of the possib-
ility of reducing the adverse effect on a LLC's terms of trade due to 
transit costs by allowing international fac tor mobility. The causes 
and effects of transit restriction as well as t he factors affecting 
transit costs are then discussed . The last section of Chapter 4 
summarises a number of a prior i hypotheses suggested by the theoretical 
analysis, some of which are then tested statistically in the second 
section of Chapter 5. The first section of Chapter 5 discusses the 
methodology used in the statistical testing of the a priori hypotheses, 
while the r esult s a re discussed in t he las t section . The final chapter 
summarises the findings of the study and the conclusions they suggest, 
and in particular it draws out the policy implications for LLCs and 
TCs . 
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CHAPTER 2 
CHARACTERISTICS OF 
LAND-LOCKED COUNTRIES AND THEIR NEIGHBOURS 
When East (1960) attempted to identify those characteristics 
which typify a LLC , he had to redirect his analysis to the. formation 
of these countries because they demonstrated ' nothing in cornmon save 
alone their aloofness from the sea '. Neither could later attempts 
(Dale 1968 , 1969 ; Glassner 1970, pp.4-lS) identify any other cornmon 
characteristics. Now , when the number of these countries has doubled 
compared with 1960 and their proportion increased to roughly one-fifth 
of the number of countries in the world , the diversity between them 
has also increased. Nonetheless, this chapter looks at a few charac-
teristics of LLCs and points out the similarities or differences in 
these characteristics between different LLCs, between LLCs and their 
neighbours , and between developing and developed LLCs. A list of the 
world's LLCs and their neighbours is presented in Table 2.1. The LLC 
numbers refer to the location of each on the adjoining map. 
2 . 1 Geographic Characteristics 
2 .1.1 Size of LLCs 
From the point of Vlew of total geographic area, no really 
large country is land-locked. With the exception of the Sahel countries 
and of Bolivia (only when compared with Chile), all LLCs are smaller 
than their coastal neighbours (Tables 2.1, 2.6 and 2.7). 
Land-Locked Countries 
Africa 
1. Botswana 
2 . Burundi 
TABLE 2.1 
LIST OF LAND-LOCKED COUNTRIES AND COUNTRIES BORDERING THEM 
Bordering Countries 
Angola (NW) I Zambia (N) I Rhodesia (NE) I South Africa (S and SE) and 
Namibia (W). 
3. Central African Republic 
Zaire (W) I Uganda (N) I Tanzania (E) and Rwanda (S). 
Cameroon (W) I Congo (W) I Zaire (S) I Sudan (E) and Chad (N). 
4. Chad 
5. Lesotho 
6. Ma.lawi 
7 . Mali 
8. Niger 
9. Rhodesia 
10 . Rwanda 
11. Swaziland 
12. Uganda 
13. Uppe r Volta 
14. Zambia 
Niger (W) I Nigeria (SW) I Cameroon (SW), Central African Republic (S) I 
Sudan (E) and Libya (N). 
South Africa (W, N, E and S) . 
Zambia (W) I Mozambique (SW , SE and E) and Tanzania (N and NE). 
Ma.uritania (W) I Senegal (SW) I Algeria (N) I Niger (NE) I Upper Volta 
(SE and S) I Ivory Coast (S) and Guinea (S). 
Mali (W) I Algeria (NW) I Libya (N) I Chad (E), Nigeria (S) I Benin (S) 
and Upper Volta (SW). 
Botswana (W) I Zambia (NW and N) I Mozambique (NE and E) I South Africa (S). 
Zaire (Wand SW) I Burundi (N) and Tanzania (E and SE). 
South Africa (W, Sand N) and Mozambique (E). 
Zaire (W) I Sudan (N) I Kenya (E) I Tanzania (S and SE) and Burundi (S). 
Mali (\il and NW) I Niger (NE), Benin (SE) I Ghana (S) I Ivory Coast (S.) 
and Togo (S). 
Angola (W) I Zaire (N) I Tanzania (NE) I Malawi (NE) I Mozambique (E) I 
Rhodesia (SE} and Botswana (S). 
continued 
CP 
TABLE 2.1cont. 
Land-Locked countries 
Asia 
15. Afghanistan 
16 . Bhutan 
17. Laos 
18. Mongolia 
19. Nepal 
Europe 
20. Austria 
21. Czechoslovakia 
22 . Hungary 
23. Liechtenstein 
24. Luxembourg 
25 . San Marino 
26. Switzerland 
South America 
27. Bolivia 
28. Paraguay 
Bordering Countries 
Iran (W), USSR (N), China (NE) and Pakistan (S and SE). 
India (W, S and E), China (N). 
Thailand (W), Burma (NW), China (N), Vietnam (E) and Cambodia (S). 
USSR (NW and N) and China (SW, S and E). 
India (W, S and E), China (N). 
Switzerland (W), Germany , F.R. (NW), Czechoslovakia (N), Hungary (E), 
Yugoslavia (S), Liechtenstein (W) and Italy (SW). 
Austria (SW), Germany, F.R . (NW), Germany, D.R. (N) , Poland (N), USSR 
(E) and Hungary (SE). 
Austria (W), Czechoslovakia (N), USSR (NE), Romania (SE) and 
Yugoslavia (S). 
Austria (E), Switzerland (S, Wand N) 
Belgium (Wand NW), Germany, F.R. (E and NE) and France (S and SW). 
Italy (S, W, NT E). 
France (Wand NW), Germany, F.R. (NE) , Austria (E), Italy (S) and 
Liechtenstein (E). 
Peru (NW), Chile (SW), Brazil (N and NE), Paraguay (SW) and Argentina (S). 
Bolivia (W), Brazil (N and NE) and Argentina (SE and S). 
continued ~ 
TABLE 2.1 cont . 
Land-Locked countries 
Other European Territories 
Andorra 
Byelorussia 
Vatican City 
West Berlin 
Bordering Countries 
France (N) and Spain (S, W and E) . 
Poland (W) and USSR (S, E and N). 
Italy (N, S, E and W). 
Germany, D. R. (N, S, E, and 1d) 
Not e : N - North, S - South, W - West, E - East. 
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2.1.2 Distance from the Sea 
By definition, LLCs do not have territorial access to the 
sea and are located in the interior of a continent. But, as Tables 2.2 
to 2 . 5 show, some are more remote from the sea than others. Those 
which are relatively closer to the sea are mostly the developed LLCs 
12 
of Europe - one of the smallest continents and well served by transport 
and communications systems. The developing LLCs In general are not only 
remote from the sea but are generally at the end of transport systems 
(Pollock 1971 , pp.125-l69i UN 1970, TD/B/30B). In many cases, the 
trade of developing LLCs has to 'cross deserts or mountainous regions' 
showing that these countries 'naturally face difficult transport 
systems ' (UN 1970, TD/B/3 08) . 
Most of the developing LLCs lie in the developing reglons 
of the world and so their coastal neighbours are also developing 
countries beset with many similar developmental problems (Table 2.1). 
In particular, the transport facilities available within their TCs 
are generally poor. The only exceptional developing LLCs in this 
respect may be Lesotho, Swaziland and Botswana which border with 
South Africa, and perhaps Afghanistan which borders with the USSR. 
2 . 1.3 Number of Transit Routes 
It is clear from Tables 2 . 2 through 2.5 that LLCs differ 
with respect to the number of TCs and transit routes available to them 
(see also Appendix B, Tables B.l. l to B.l.6). At one extreme , Lesotho, 
surrounded entirely by South Africa, has only one major transit route 
(although it has two other potential routes with both road and railway 
country 
Botswana 
Burundi 
( . 
Tf\I3LE: 2.2 
DISTANCE: BETWEEN MAIN TOWNS IN LAND-LOCKED COUNTRIES AND MAJOR TRANSIT PORTS: AFRICA 
Originating 
Point 
Gaborones 
Bujumbura 
(In Kilometres) 
Transit 
Port Country 
Johannesburg- South Africa 
Durban 
Dar-es-Salaam Tanzania 
Bujumbura - Kigali Mombasa Kenya 
Distance 
Within LLC Within TC' 
100 780 
180 1320 
180 1620 
Total 
880 
(720) 
15 00 
(J 080) 
Cen ral African 
Republic 
Bangui Pointe-Noire Congo n.a . n .a. 
1800 
1820 
• (1120) 
Chad 
Lesotho 
Malawi 
Mali 
Niger 
Rhodesia 
Rwanda 
Swaziland 
Uganda 
Upper Volta 
Zambia 
No es: 
Sources: 
(1) 
(2 ) 
Ban<Jui Dolhl) a 
Fort Lamy Lagos 
Fort Lamy Pointe-Noire 
Fort Archambault Pointe-Noire 
Abeche Port Sudan 
Maseru 
Blantyre 
Salima 
Bamako 
Bamako 
Niamey 
Niamey 
Zinder 
Salisbury 
Salisbury 
Umtali 
Durban 
Beira 
Beira 
Dakar 
Abidjan 
Cotonou 
Abidjan 
Lagos 
Beira 
Laurenco-
Marques 
Beira 
Ca\TIeroon 
Nigeria 
Congo 
Congo 
Sudan 
South Africa 
Mozambique 
Mozambique 
Senegal 
I vo ry Coast 
Benin 
Ivory Coast 
Nigeria 
Mozambique 
Mozambique 
Mozambique 
Vigali Dar-es-Salaam Tanzania 
Vigali 
Mbabane 
Manzani 
Kampala 
Ouagadougou 
Ndola 
Ndola 
Lusaka 
Ndola 
Mombasa 
Laurenco-
t-\arques 
Durban 
Mombasa 
Abidjan 
Beira 
Kenya 
Mozambique 
South Africa 
Kenya 
Ivory Coast 
Mozambique 
Lobito l\ngola 
Dar-es-Salaam Tanzania 
Dar-es-Salaam Tanzania 
R = Rail, Ro = Road and W = Water. 
n. a. 
negligible 
700 
100 
n.a. 
20 
210 
460 
600 
450 
300 
120 
130 
580 
n.a. 
190 
120 
150 
n. a. 
170 
510 
1000 
negligible 
950 
n.a. 
n.;). 
2050 
2300 
2300 
n.a. 
720 
350 
350 
640 
720 
760 
1530 
1270 
240 
680 
n. a. 
1650 
1680 
70 
n.a. 
1130 
640 
1400 
2200 
1050 
n.a. 
Flgures within parentheses under the column 'total distance' represent straigh 
be ween the capital city or main town of the LLC and he port frequently used 
1300 
2500 
(1440) 
3000 
2400 
2660 
740 
(320) 
560 
(484) 
810 
1240 
(1040) 
1170 
1060 
(800) 
1650 
(1160) 
1400 
600 
(480) 
1260 
(900) 
290 
1840 
(1200) 
1800 
(1120) 
220 
(160) 
980 
1300 
(800) 
1150 
(840) 
2400 
(920) 
2200 
2000 
(1600) 
1700 
line distance 
by it. 
uglas 1973; Glassner, 1970; rp.6-7; UNCTf\O 1970, TD/B/308; U lCTAD 1973; TO/B/ 453/Add.l. 
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Means of 
Transport 
R 
Rand W 
Rand W 
Rand W 
Rand Ro 
Rand Ro 
R, Ro and W 
R, Ro and W 
Rand Ro 
Ro 
R 
R 
R 
Rand Ro 
Rand Ro 
Rand Ro 
Rand Ro 
Rand Ro 
Rand Ro 
Pipeline 
R, Ro and W 
Rand Ro 
R 
Rand Ro 
R 
R 
R 
R 
Rand Ro 
Plpeline 
(rounded) 
TABLE 2 . 3 
DISTANCE BETWEEN MAIN TOWNS IN LAND- LOCKED COUNTRIES AND MAJOR TRANSIT PORTS: ASIA 
(In Kilometres) 
Transit Distance Means of Originating 
Country Point Transr::ort Total Port Country Within LLC Within TC 
Afghanistan Kabul Karachi Pakistan 220 1780 2000 Rand Ro (1040) 
Bhutan 
Laos 
Mongolia 
Nepal 
Notes: 
Sources: 
Kabul Bandar-Abbas Iran 1150 850 2000 Ro 
Kabul Hamburg Germany, F . R. 450 10,150 10,680 R, Ro and W 
Kandhar Karachi Pakistan 100 850 950 Rand Ro 
Punakha Calcutta India n.a. n.a. (600) R and Ro 
Vientiane Bangkok Thailand 15 655 670 R, Ro and W 
( 600) 
Ulan Bator Leningrad USSR n.a. n.a. 7000 R and Ro 
Ulan Bator Nakhodka USSR n.a. n.a. 4000 Rand Ro 
Ulan Bator Tientsin China n.a. n.a. 1300 Rand Ro 
(1240) 
Kathmandu Calcutta India 180 710 890 Rand Ro 
(720) 
(1) R = Rail, Ro = Road and W = Water. 
(2) Figures within parentheses under the column 'total distance' represent straight line distance 
(rounded) between the capital city or main town of the LLC and the port frequently used by it. 
Douglas 1973; Glassner, 1970; pp.6-7; UNCTAD 1970, TD/B/308i UNCTAD 1973, TD/B/453/Add.l. I-' 
.;::. 
1 5 
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TABLE 2.4 
DISTANCE BETWEEN LAND-LOCKED COUNTRIES OR TERRITORIES AND PORTS OF TRANSIT : 
EUROPE 
(In kilometres) 
Transit 
Total Distance Country/Territory Capital City (Approxirna te) Port Country 
Austria Vienna Trieste Italy ( 360) 
Hamburg Germany, F.R. (725 ) 
Czechoslovakia Prague Trieste Italy ( 520) 
Hamburg Germany, F.R. (495 ) 
Hungary Bucharest Tr ieste Italy ( 440) 
Liechtenstein Genoa Italy (320) 
Rotterdam Netherlands ( 680) 
Luxembourg Antwerp Belgium ( 200) 
San Marino Rimini Italy (16) 
switzerland Geneva Genoa Italy ( 280) 
Rotterdam Netherlands ( 600) 
Other Territories 
Andorra Barcelona Spain (120) 
Byelorussia Riga USSR (400) 
¥.aliningrad USSR (430) 
Vatican City Rome Italy negligible 
West Berlin Hamburg Germany, F.R. (260) 
Note: Figures within parentheses under the column ' total distanc e ' repres e nt 
straight line distance (rounded) between the capital city or main town 
of the LLC and the port frequently used by ·:.t. 
Source Glassner 1970,pp.6-7. 
TABLE 2 . 5 
DISTANCE BETWEEN MAIN TOWNS IN LAND-LOCKED COUNTRIES AND MAJOR TRANSIT PORTS: SOUTH AMERICA 
Country 
Bolivia 
Paraguay 
Notes: 
(In Kilometres) 
Originating 
Point 
La Paz 
La Paz 
La Paz 
Sica Sica 
Camisi 
Santa Cruz 
Santa Cruz 
Asuncion 
Asuncion 
Asuncion 
Asuncion 
Transit 
Port Country 
Africa Chile 
Antofagasta Chile 
Matarani Pe ru 
Africa Chil e 
Yacuiba Argentina 
Santos Brazil 
Buenos Aires Argentina 
Buenos Aires Arge ntina 
Paranaguna Brazil 
Montevideo Uruguay 
Rosario Argentina 
(1) R = Rail, Ro = Road and W = Water. 
Distance 
Within LLC Within TC 
250 200 
730 400 
100 700 
n.a. n.a. 
n.a. n.a. 
n.a. n.a. 
n. a. n.a. 
n.a. n.a. 
n.a. n. a . 
n.a. n.a. 
n.a. n .a. 
Total 
450 
1130 
800 
35 0 
(320) 
250 
2550 
(2480) 
2470 
1600 
1130 
n.a. 
(880) 
Means of 
Transp:Jrt 
R 
R 
R and W 
Pipeline 
Pipeline 
R 
R 
W 
Ro 
W 
n.a. 
(2) Figures within parentheses under the column 'total distance' represent straight line 
distance (rounded) between the capital city or main town of the LLC and the port 
frequently used by it. 
Sources: Douglas 1973; Glassner 1970, pp.6-7; UNCTAD 1970, TD/B/308;UNCTAD 1973, TD/B/453/Add.l. 
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( . 
transport facilities -see Appendix B, Table B.l.2), while at the other 
extreme , Zambia has as many as 29 different thoroughfares including 
major , minor and potential routes through seven different countries 
(Appendix B , Table B. l.6) . 
2 . 2 Economic Characteristics 
From an economic point of Vlew, all countries of the world 
- LLCs as wel l as non-LLCs - have tended to be categorised into two 
broad groups , viz. developed and developing . But recently the UN has 
1 
identified 29 developing countries as ' hard-core, least developed 
countries ', comprlslng a population of 239 million or roughly 13 per 
cent of all developing countries (Table 2 . 8). These countries were 
selected ' on the basis of criteria relating to per capita income, 
literacy and relative share of manufacturing in total output' 
(UNCTAD 1 976, TD/19l ) . Of these, more than half are developing LLCs. 
Thus, although land-lockedness in itself cannot be subscribed to as a 
cause of their economlC situation, it happens that the majority of 
developing LLCs (71 per cent as against 17 per cent in the case of 
non-LLCs) are classified as least developed countries. 
2 . 2 .1 Size of the Economies 
With respect to the size of their economies as indicated by 
population and GNP, none of the LLCs could be considered really large. 
There are 34 countries with populations larger than the largest of 
all the LLCs , namely Afghanistan (Table 2.6). And there are at least 
21 countries with GNPs larger than the largest of all LLCs, namely 
Czechoslovakia. Most LLCs are smaller than their coastal neighbours In terms 
1 . See note to Table 2 .8. 
18 
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TABLE 2.6 
AREA, POPULATION AND GNP OF LAND-LOCKED COUNTRIES~ 1973 
Country 
Africa 
Botswana 
Burundi 
Central African 
Republic 
Chad 
Lesotho 
Malawi 
Mali 
Niger 
Rhodesia 
Rwanda 
Swaziland 
Uganda 
Upper Volta 
Zambia 
Asia 
Afghanistan 
Bhutan 
Laos 
Mongolia 
Nepal 
Europe 
Austria 
Czechoslovakia 
Hungary 
Liechtenstein 
Total Area 
Km2 
600,372 
27,834 
622,984 
1,284,000 
30,355 
118,484 
1,240,000 
1,267,000 
390,580 
26,338 
17,363 
236,036 
274,200 
752,614 
647,497 
47 , 000 
236,800 
1,565,000 
140,797 
83,849 
127,869 
93 , 030 
154 
Total 
Population 
(Thousands) 
646 
3600 
1710 
3868 
994 
4791 
5376 
4304 
5900 
3984 
463 
10,810 
5737 
4635 
18,294 
894 
3181 
1359 
12 , 060 
7529 
14,561 
10,432 
23 
GNP 
Total 
(Million Dollars) 
184 
284 
302 
350 
97 
535 
397 
525 
2493 
280 
140 
1715 
450 
2435 
1466 
70 
320 
740 
1078 
27,900 
41,820 
19,320 
n.a. 
Per Capita 
(Dollars) 
284 
74 
176 
88 
99 
112 
73 
125 
400 
71 
310 
161 
79 
503 
81 
60 
100 
550 
90 
3710 
2870 
1850 
n.a. 
continued 
TABLE 2.6 cont. 
Country 
Luxembourg 
San Merino 
Switzerland 
South America 
Bolivia 
Paraguay 
Other European 
Territories 
Andorra 
Byelorussia 
vatican city 
West Berlin 
Notes: * 1974. 
** 1970. 
( . 
Total Area 
Krn 2 
2586 
59 
41,288 
1,098,581 
406,752 
448 
204,800 
0.5 
640 
Total 
Population 
(Thousands) 
351 
19* 
6431 
5331 
2674 
25 
9300 
1** 
2200** 
GNP 
Total 
(Million Dollars) 
1829 
n.a. 
40,870 
1014 
979 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
Sources: Glassner 1970, pp.6-7; Statesman's Yearbook 1975-76; 
UNCTAD 1976 , Table 6 .1A. 
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Per Capita 
(Dollars) 
5226 
n.a. 
6346 
202 
402 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
20 
( . 
TABLE 2.7 
AREA, POPULATION AND GNP OF NON-LLCs BORDERING LLCs, 1973 
Total GNP 
Country Total Area Population Krn2 Total Per Capita (Thousands) (Million Dollars) (Dollars) 
Africa 
Algeria 2,381,741 15,772 7730 504 
Ango1a* 1,246,700 6060 2980 492 
Benin* 112,622 2912 348 122 
Cameroon* 475,442 6167 1418 232 
Congo* 342 ,000 1004 425 423 
Ghana 238,537 9355 2857 287 
Guinea 245,857 4208 575 137 
Ivory Coast* 322,463 4641 2393 511 
Kenya* 582,646 12,482 2249 172 
Libya 1 ,759,54 0 2161 6230 2984 
Mauritania 1,030,700 1257 245 196 
Mozarnbique* 783,030 8823 2905 334 
Namibia 824 , 292 673 n.a. n.a. 
Nigeria* 923,768 5 9 ,6 07 14,802 250 
Senega1* 196,192 4227 4014 252 
South Africa* 1,221,037 23 ,7 24 26,125 1077 
Sudan * 2 , 505 , 813 16,901 2300 135 
Tanzania* 945 , 087 14,377 1834 127 
Togo 56,000 2117 393 185 
Zaire 2,345,409 23 , 563 3129 147 
Asia 
Burma 678,033 29,563 241 6 82 
China* 9,596,961 814,279 216,75 0 270 
Cambodia 181,035 7670 6 27 81 
India* 3 , 280,483 574,216 71, 000 117 
Iran* 1,648,000 31,298 25,598 762 
continue d 
TABLE 2.7 cont. 
country 
Pakistan* 
Thailand* 
Vietnam 
Europe 
Belgium 
France 
Germany, D.R. 
Germany, F. R. * 
Italy* 
Poland 
Romania 
USSR* 
Yugoslavia 
South America 
Argentina* 
Brazil* 
Chile* 
Peru* 
( . 
Total Area 
Km 2 
803,943 
514,000 
332,559 
30,513 
547,026 
108,178 
247,937 
301,225 
312,677 
237,500 
22,402,200 
255,804 
2,776,889 
8,511,965 
756,945 
1,285,216 
Total 
Populatio n 
(Thousands) 
66,749 
39,787 
41,848 
9757 
52,134 
16,980 
59,767 
54,888 
33,361 
20 ,828 
249,747 
20,956 
24 ,286 
101,433 
10 ,229 
14,912 
Notes: * 
** 
Transit countries . 
Including West Berlin. 
Source: UNCTAD 1976, Table 6 .lA 
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GNP 
Total Per Capita 
(Million Dollars) (Dollars) 
8340 126 
9180 232 
5700 136 
45,740 4686 
255,060 4851 
50,850 3000 
348,170** 5618 
138,270 2520 
69,860 2090 
18,539 890 
506,490 2030 
22,250 1060 
31,385 1246 
77,220 750 
7640 777 
9080 617 
22 
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TABLE 2.8 
LIST OF DEVELOPING COUNTRIES WHICH ARE LAND-LOCKED AND LEAST DEVELOPED, 
LAND-LOCKED BUT NOT LEAST DEVELOPED, AND LEAST DEVELOPED BUT NOT 
Land-Locked and 
Least Developed 
Afghanistan 
Bhutan 
Botswana 
Burundi 
Central African 
Republic 
Chad 
Laos 
Lesotho 
Malawi 
Mali 
Nepal 
Niger 
Rwanda 
Uganda 
Upper Volta 
LAND-LOCKED 
Land-Locked but not 
Least Developed 
Bolivia 
Mongolia 
Paraguay 
Rhodesia 
Swaziland 
Zambia 
Least Developed but not 
Land-Locked 
Bangladesh 
Benin 
Ethiopia 
Gambia 
Guinea 
Haiti 
Ma.ldives 
Somalia 
Sudan 
Tanzania 
Western Samoa 
Yeman, Arab Republic 
Yeman, Democratic 
Note: Although Sikkim (Asia) lS included in the list of land-locked 
and least developed among developing countries, it has been 
dropped from this list because it has become a state of India. 
Similarly, Mongolia and Rhodesia are excluded in the UN list 
but are included here. Other land-locked countries and 
territories are as shown in Table 2.1 . 
Source : UNCTAD 1976, TD/19l 
2 3 
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of total fX)pulation (the exceptions are Central African Republic, 
Chad , Mali, Niger and Upper Volta with respect to one of their coastal 
neighbours) , in terms of total GNP (excepting Mali, Upper Volta, 
Niger , Zambia, Austria and Hungary with respect to one of their 
coastal neighbours) and In terms of per capita GNP (excepting Zambia, 
Uganda and Switzerland) (Tables 2 .6 and 2.7). 
Again , with respect to these variables, there are certain 
contrasts between the LLCs of Europe and developing LLCs. For example, 
the fX)orest of the European LLCs for which figures are available, 
Hungary, has a per capita income more than three times the per capita 
income of the richest of the developing LLCs, Mongolia. Likewise, 
and leaving aside the tiny states of Europe which for all economic 
purposes are integrated with their neighbours, the total GNP of Hungary 
- the smallest among European LLCs - lS more than 16 times that of 
Rhodesia, the biggest of developing LLC economles. 
2.2.2 Structure of the Economies 
As mentioned in the preceding discussion, most LLCs are small, 
developing countries. Only five out of 21 developing LLCs, In contrast 
to all developed LLCs , for which figures are available, have an industrial 
(mining , manufacturing, electricity , gas and water) sector which contributes 
more than 20 per cent of GOP (Table 2.9), and in the cases of Zambia and 
Bolivia it is this high only because of large mining revenue. Manu-
facturing itself contributes less than 15 per cent in all cases, excep t 
in the case of Swaziland and perhaps Rhodesia. The economies of non-
LLCs bordering LLCs also have broadly similar structure excepting USSR 
(compared to Afghanistan) and South Africa (compared to adjoining LLCs) 
(Tables 2.9 and 2.10). Basically, these countries are still very much 
subsistence oriented agrarian economies (UNCTAO 1970, TO/B/308). 
, . 
TABLE 2.9 
GROSS DOHESTIC PRODUCT OF SELECTED LAND-LOCKED COUNTRIES BY KIND OF 
• ECONOMIC ACTIVITY, 1973 
Coun ry Percentage Share of: 
Agriculture 1 Manufacturing Mining Electricity, Construction Wholesale Others Transport, 
Inclustries and GilS and \~a ter and Retail Storaqe and 
~1 1I ,' rry j ncr Trade Co mmuni cation 
AFRICA 
Bo swana 31. 9 5.3 8 . 3 1.7 10.9 18.3 2.8 20.8 
Burundi 76.0 3 . 0 0.0 0 . 0 3.0 18.0 
Central African Republic 32.2 9.5 5.6 0 . 0 3.2 13.3 3.9 32.2 
Chad 44.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 45.0 
Lesotho 42.2 2.1 0 . 3 O. h 2 . 0 10 . 1 2.0 40 . 7 
Malawi 48.7 9 . 4 0 . 1 1.1 3 . 5 11. 7 5.1 20.4 
l(1li 34 . 0 15 . 0 6.0 44.0 
Nige r 2 51. 2 6.4 0.1 0.7 3.3 14.7 3.2 20.4 
Rhodesia 3 13 . 9 22.3 6.3 2.7 5.3 12 . 7 6.8 30.0 
Rwanda 51.0 15.0 ~3.0 
-
4.0 27.0 
Swaziland 31.1 25.6 4.7 1.2 2.9 11.3 3.9 19.3 
Uganda 4 54.4 8 . 4 1.4 1.2 1.7 11.8 3.3 17.7 
Upper Volta 5 41.1 10.3 0 . 1 1. 6 4 . 8 15.2 7.6 19.3 
Zambia 10.4 12.2 33.6 1.7 6 . 4 18.8 5.1 21. 8 
ASIA 
Afghanistan 2 51. 0 11. 0 1.0 2.0 13.0 3.0 19.0 <--- ->-
Nepal 68 . 4 9 . 6 0 . 0 0.3 1.4 3.5 3 . 1 13 . 7 
EUROPE 
5 6 Austria 5.4 _32.9 
--+ 2.9 10.2 5.3 43.3 
Czechoslovakia 11. 3 61. 7 12.7 10.5 2 . 9 0.9 
Hungary 18.5 41. 7 12 . 1 16.6 5 . 8 5 . 3 
Luxembourg 4 . 0 38.3 1.0 2.8 10.1 11.2 4 . 1 28 . 5 
SOUTH A !ERICA 
Bolivia 14 . 7 12.5 16.8 1.7 (,.3 11.5 7.7 28.8 
Paraguay 37 . 7 16 . 0 0.2 1.5 2 . 7 23.0 3.5 15.4 
No es: Component totals may not be equal to 100.0 per cent because of rounding errors. 
1 Including hunting, forestry and fishing 
2 1969 
3 For Southern Rhodesia only 
4 1971 
5 1974 
6 Included in 'Others ' 
• Or the neares~ year 
Sources: UNCTAD 1976 a , Table 6.4 and UN 1978 
AFRIC1\ 
1 . 2 II qer~a 
Angola 
Benin 
Cameroon 
Congo 
Ghana 
Guinea 
Ivory Coas 
Kcnya 
Libya 
Mauritania 
GROSS 
Country 
( . 
TABLE 2.10 
MESnC PRODUCT OF NON-LLCs BORDERING LLCs BY KIND OF ECONOllIC ACTIVITY, 1973 • 
1 Agriculture ~nufacturing 
Industries 
12.7 
6.0 
Mining 
and 
uarryinq 
16.5 
Percentage Share of: 
Electrici ty, Construction IVholesale 
Gas and Water and Retail 
Trilc1(' 
1.5 23.4 
- 9.0 ----+ 
12.7 
41. 0 
31. 9 
32.0 
18.0 
48.0 
27.0 
2fl.O 
28.1 
+------ 9.0 
5.9 
1.0 
4.0 
4.0 
6.0 
4.0 
6.0 
6.0 
6.3 
30.2 
29.0 12.0 
14.0 
11.0 
10.0 
13. fl 
11.4 
2.3 
4.8 
+--- 4.0 ----+ 
+--11.0----> 
~ 3.0 ----;. 
+-- 12.0 -----+ 
0.3 
0 . 4 
50.6 
32.9 
1.1 
1.7 
0 .5 
0.3 
12.0 
17.0 
9.7 
5.5 
7.9 
Transport, 
Storaqe and 
Communiciltion 
3.4 
25 
Others 
23.9 
43.0 ------+ 
24.9 ----40 
5.0 3.0 
51. 0 -------+ 
4.0 16.0 
45.0 ---------+ 
9.3 
5.5 
5.7 
6.0 
2-1.5 
36.9 
21. 0 
21. 0 
zambique 
Nigeria 
Senegal 
2.8 
22.4 
42.0 
34.4 
21. 0 
+------ 13.0 ------+ 
11. 6 
4.7 
2.0 
6.4 
3.0 
4.5 
4.9 
4.5 
4.7 
4.0 
+------ 43.0 ------
Sou h Africa 
Sudan 
Tanzania 
3 Togo 
Zaire 
SIA 
4 Burma 
India 
Iran 
Pakistan 
Thailand 
Vietnam) 5 
EUROPE 
Belgium 
France 
Germany, Democra tic 
Republic 
Germany, Federal Republic 
I aly 
Poland 
USSR 
Yugoslav~a 
SOUTH tERICA 
Argentina 
Brazil 
Chile 
Peru 
9.3 
41.4 
34.5 
34.0 
16.9 
41. 9 
45.5 
12.6 
32.8 
31. 5 
29 . 5 
3.8 
5. 
11.1 
2.7 
8.5 
18.7 
20 .2 
19.4 
13.8 
12.2 
5.5 
13.7 
22.1 0 .6 7.4 
17 . 0 
22.0 
fl.6 
10.1 
8.6 
7.7 
-2.0---_+ 
14.9 
0.3 
0 . 9 
4.5 
22.2 
8.7 1.0 
12.9 0.8 
-41.0 _ 
14.3 0.7 
17.8 1. 7 
5.7 
30.7 
28.1 
0.2 
0.7 
0 .7 
2.5 
1.5 
0.8 
2.8 
0 .7 
0 .5 
0.9 
1.2 
1.4 
1.0 
0.9 
2.6 
1.7 
~---- 60.0------~ 
38.4 1. 2 
-)1.8 --
+----___ 50.8 
+------ 51. 3 
+------ 39.2 
28.9 
19.2 
2).2 
27.1 
1.4 
0.5 
9.5 
6.5 
2.6 
2.1 
1.9 
1.8 
0 .9 
0.7 
equal 100.0 per cent because of round~nq crrors. 
1 Including hun inq, fores ry and fishinq 
2 1969 
3 1972 
4 1974 
5 Only for Sou h Vietnam 
Or he neares year 
Sources: UNC'rAD 1976 a, Table 6 .4 and 1978 
1.3 
3.9 
4.2 
3.6 
4.0 
1.1 
6 . 7 
7.4 
8. 4 
8.0 
7.6 
12.6 
10 .7 
11.1 
4.4 
5.2 
3.4 
4.1 
10.1 
13 .6 
14.1 
11.5 
22.4 
11. 9 
27.7 
10.2 
6 . 2 
14.2 
22.7 
17.6 
18.2 
13 . 2 
13.6 
10.5 
14.5 
9.3 
11.9 
22.0 
11.4 
13 .8 
28.8 
15.1 
3.3 
58.0 
8.5 
6.0 
7.6 
8.0 
8 .2 
4.3 
4.0 
4.2 
6.5 
6 . 0 
4.0 
7.7 
5.3 
5.2 
6.0 
5 . 5 
7.0 
5.9 
7.8 
9.2 
<:.2 
3.9 
6.1 
15.7 
24.7 
23.2 
30.1 
15.0 
25.1 
14.6 
21. 8 
30.6 
26.5 
15.3 
41.0 
29.6 
37.9 
1.7 
30.6 
30.0 
1.6 
0.0 
0.5 
29.0 
43.1 
24.8 
26.7 
( . 
2 . 2 . 3 natural Resource Base 
Historically, many of the LLCs were politica~ and strategic 
buffer states (East 1960; Prescott 1975 , pp.19-20). This might have 
been because of their poor natural resource base and their locational 
disadvantage as they are often situated close to or on mountainous 
areas or desert. As a result, LLCs in many cases are characterised by 
poor soil , rugged terrain for transportation routes, lack of exploit-
able minerals and considerable distance from international markets. 
Glassner (1970, p .1 3) suggests that ' some of them, such as Malawi and 
Nepal , are so poor that they have to export some of their popUlation 
as labourers or soldiers in order to earn money denied them by lack 
of accessible natural resources'. 
2 . 2.4 Role ,Conposition and Direction of Trade 
Table 2.11 shows that the relative share of trade in GNP 
is more than 10 per cent In all LLCs for which the figures are 
available, except Nepal . Even in the case of Nepal, this lower share 
is due to the underestimated UN trade figures as the use of official 
Nepalese figures shows that this pe rcentage is 15.3 (Nepal, Central 
Bureau of Statistics 1974, Tables 85 , 86 and 96)1. Similar ratios 
are observed for coastal countries bordering LLCs, excepting in the 
case of India and the USSR which have large domestic economic markets 
and hence lower trade dependence (Table 2 .1 2) . 
1 The official Nepalese figures include Nepal ' s trade with the 
socialist countries which are not accounted in the UN trade 
figures. 
Country 
(1 ) 
AFRICA 
Botswana 
Burundi 
" 
TABLE 2.11 
ROLE, - CO~1POSITION l\ND DIRECTION OF TRADE OF 
* LAND-LOCKED COUNTRIES, 1973 
Total Trade Trade with % Share 
as % of GNP NNCs as % of 
the Value of Hanufactured Total Trade 
Exports 
(2) ( 3 ) (4 ) 
89.7 44.4 n.a. 
18.3 87.7 1.6 
Central African 
Republic 35.8 93.2 32.1 
Chad 36.6 86.8 0.0 
Lesotho 46.4 10.0 3.2 
Malawi 44.3 95.7 2.3 
Mali 33.5 74.2 9.5 
Niger 30.5 87.9 6.0 
Rhodesia 1 47.9 n.a. n.a . 
Rwanda 19.6 88.4 0.0 
Swaziland 127.1 49.9 n .a. 
Uganda 28.0 81.0 0.2 
Upper Volta 24.0 74.1 7.3 
Zambia 67.4 96 .2 0.3 
ASIA 
2 
Afghanistan 21.1 28 . 8 14.9 
Laos 26.6 77.5 4.9 
Nepal 8.8 21.9 13.3 
EUROPE 
Austria 44.5 43 .0 70.3 
Czechoslovakia 29 . 1 38.5 73.7 
Hungary 43.2 45 . 7 62.6 
switzerland 51.6 51.2 88 . 4 
27 
of: 
Products in 
Imports 
(5) 
n.a. 
54.0 
75.6 
53.5 
n.a. 
67.6 
59.2 
65.1 
n.a. 
58.5 
n.a. 
80.4 
56.8 
74.0 
2 
61.1 
43.8 
55.5 
64 . 1 
52.0 
57.6 
64.3 
Country 
(1 ) 
AFRICA 
Botswana 
Burundi 
, . 
TABLE 2 . 11 
ROLE, C01POSI'1'ION AND DIRECTION OF TRADE OF 
* LAND-LOCKED COUNTRIES, 1973 
Total Trade Trade with % Share 
as % of GNP NNCs as % of 
the Value of Hanufactured Total Trade 
Exports 
(2) (3 ) (4) 
89.7 44.4 n.a. 
18.3 87 . 7 1.6 
Central African 
Republic 35.8 93 . 2 32.1 
Chad 36.6 86 . 8 0.0 
Lesotho 46.4 10 . 0 3.2 
Malawi 44.3 95.7 2.3 
Mali 33 . 5 74.2 9.5 
Niger 30.5 87.9 6.0 
Rhodesia 1 47 . 9 n.a . n.a. 
Rwanda 19.6 88.4 0.0 
Swaziland 127 . 1 49.9 n.a. 
Uganda 28 . 0 81.0 0.2 
Upper Volta 24.0 74.1 7.3 
Zambia 67.4 96.2 0.3 
ASIA 
2 
Afghanistan 21.1 28 . 8 14.9 
Laos 26.6 77.5 4.9 
Nepal 8.8 21.9 13.3 
EUROPE 
Austria 44.5 43.0 70.3 
Czechoslovakia 29.1 38.5 73.7 
Hungary 43.2 45.7 62.6 
Switzerland 51.6 51.2 88 . 4 
27 
of: 
Products In 
Imports 
(5 ) 
n.a. 
54.0 
75.6 
53.5 
n.a. 
67.6 
59.2 
65.1 
n.a. 
58.5 
n.a. 
80.4 
56.8 
74.0 
2 
61 .1 
43.8 
55.5 
64 .1 
52.0 
57.6 
64 . 3 
TABLE 2.11 (Cont'd) 
Country Total Trade Trade with % Share of: 
as % of GNP NNCs as % of 
the Value of 
anufactured Total Trade 
Exports 
(1 ) (2 ) (3) (4 ) 
SOUTH AMERICA 
Bolivia 44 .1 85.1 0.7 
Paraguay 24 . 0 83.3 1.9 
Notes: 1 Referred as Southern Rhodesia ln the Source. 
2 1971 
* Or the nearest year 
Sources : UNCTAD 1976 a,b, IMF 1977 and UN 1978 
Products in 
Imports 
(5 ) 
65.8 
64 . 4 
20 
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TABLE 2.12 
ROLE , COMPOSITION AND DIRECTIOn OF TAADE OF NON-LLCs 
* BORDERING LLCs, 1973 
Country Total Trade Trade with % Share of: 
as % of GNP NNCs as % of 
the Value of Manufactured Products Total Trade In 
Exports Imports 
(1 ) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
AFRICA 
Algeria 32.0 96.9 2.5 70.0 
Angola 46.0 98.7 10.8 74.3 
Benin 37.9 94.2 7.7 66.2 
Cameroon 46.2 93.6 8 .9 75.5 
Congo 64.0 96.8 4.8 76.0 
8 
Ghana 37.7 99.4 1.7 57.0 
Guinea 21.6 97.8 n.a. n.a. 
Ivory Coast 65.6 97.4 8.17 67.6 
Kenya 48.5 98.3 12.4 67.5 
Libya 91.7 98.6 0.0 67.2 8 
Mauritania 110.0 97.1 5.2 7 65.3 7 
Mozambique 23.7 82.8 0.0 49 .1 
Nigeria 36.0 99.5 0.0 76.4 
Senegal 54.9 95 .3 21.7 49.1 
South Africa 41.3 n.a. 20.5 78.0 
Sudan 37.9 99.1 0.1 61.8 
Tanzania 45.5 86.8 12.5 68 .2 
Togo 41.5 96 . 3 3 . 4 66.7 7 
Zaire 60.9 98 . 2 5.5 68.2 
ASIA 
Burma 9.88 96 . 9 7.2 78 . 37 
Cambodia 22.0 3 n . a . 1 . 55 72 . 34 
India 8 .7 96.2 50.4 44 . 6 
Iran 37 . 9 97 . 8 1.58 57 . 28 
Pakistan 23.1 96 . 6 62.6 49.6 
3D 
.. . 
TABLE 2.12 (Cont'd) 
Country Total Trade Trade with % Share of: 
as % of GNP NNCs as % of 
the Value of Manufactured Products in Total Trade 
Exports Imports 
(1 ) (2) (3 ) (4) (5) 
Thailand 39.2 94.8 15.6 62.3 
vietnam 1 24.8 99.2 1.2 4 69.5 4 
EUROPE 
Belgium 98.5 37.3 57.9 54.98 
France 29.2 51.1 62.8 48.2 8 
Germany, Democratic 
Republic 30.2 70.1 n.a. n.a. 
Germany, Federal 
Republic 2 35.2 55.5 76.38 44.3 8 
Italy 36.2 77.7 75.18 34.2 8 
Poland 20.2 54.6 48.9 49.4 
Romania 38.7 66.3 56.2 58.9 
USSR 8.4 n.a. 27.5 63.8 
Yugoslavia 33.1 77.7 68.48 52.68 
SOUTH AMERICA 
Argentina 17.6 81 .7 19.0 50.9 
Brazil 17.1 92.6 22.3 58.5 
Chile 30.5 87.8 3.5 56.4 
Peru 22.9 92 .2 0.0 65.66 
Notes: 1 Only South Vietnam 
2 Including v.1est Berlin 
3 1966 
4 1967 
5 1969 
6 1971 
7 1972 
8 1974 
* Or the nearest year 
Sources: Based on UNCTAD 1976 a,b , IMF 1977, UN 1978. 
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There is no marked contrast between the LLCs and non-LLCs 
and between developed and developing LLCs regarding the role of trade 
as indicated by the share in the value of total income of these countries. 
But the importance of trade in general and NNT in particular for the 
developing LLCs as against developed LLCs becomes clear when one looks 
at the broad composition and direction of their trade. Manufactured 
goods make up a small part of the value of total exports from and a 
large part of the total value of imports to developing LLCs (and their 
coastal neighbours) . In sharp contrast to this, the developed LLCs 
and their coastal neighbours trade largely in manufactured goods. 
This increases the chance for complementarity of production and 
specialisation between them as indicated by the higher proportion of 
trade between the developed European LLCs and their coastal neighbours 
compared with the small percentage of trade between developing LLCs 
and their coastal neighbours (Lesotho , Afghanistan and Nepal are the 
exceptions to this generalisation). hence the concern of developing 
I 
LLCs relating to access to the sea and the transit costs involved. 
But how significant is the natural trade barrier due to transit cost? 
This is discussed in the following chapter . 
< • 
CHAPTER 3 
THE MAGNITUDE OF TRANSIT COSTS 
The sources, limitations and assumptions behind the data used 
In the estimation of transit costs on NNT and transport costs on 
trade with neighbouring countries are discussed in the first 
section of this chapter and are followed by a report of the available 
empirical estimates of the magnitude of LLCs' transit costs on NNT 
and the ocean shipping part of transport costs. Unless otherwise 
specifically mentioned, the terms 'transit costs' and 'transport costs' 
used henceforth refer to the proportion of transit costs in the domestic 
value of NNT and the proportion of transport cost in the value of trade 
with neighbouring countries, respectively. 
3.1 Data: Sources, Limitations and Assumptions 
The data used in this study are drawn primarily from the 
publications of the united Nations and its agencies. These data have 
a number of limitations and assumptions behind them which need to be 
borne in mind when evaluating the empirical findings. 
To the author's knowledge, the only published data relating to 
the transit costs on NNT and of transport costs on trade with the 
neighbouring countries are those in the report of the UN Economic and 
Social Council (UN 1974, Ej5501). They are confined to 18 of the 21 
developing LLCs (Bhutan, ongolia and ru10desia are missing) and are 
reported in Tables 3 . 1 and 5.10. While the transit costs on NNT are 
reported separately for exports and imports and for the years 1970 
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and 1973, the figures regarding transport costs on trade with the 
neighbouring countries refer to total trade (exports plus imports) 
and are available only for 1970. These estimates a r e , as the 
source points out, "based on a large number of sources of disparate 
origin , comprehensiveness and reliability".l Therefore these 
figures "cannot be regarded as more than broad approximations". 
Still, "there is no reason to believe that the estimates contain any 
systematic bias and therefore the country tables ... can be accepted 
with a reasonable degree of confidence as good indicators of the 
order of magnitude of the sums involved" (pr.18) . With regard to 
the estimation procedure it states that the value of transit costs on 
NNT for 1970 for each of the LLCs included was derived by estimating 
such costs for maln export and import items of the country concerned. 
For 1973, however, it was derived "by calculating, for each land-locked 
developing country, the ratios of transit costs to the corresponding 
import or export figure In 1970, and applying thes e ratios to 
the 1973 import and export values. [Therefore], the reliability of 
1973 data is even less than for 1970"(pr.25). Hence the report pre-
supposes that the ratios of transit costs to the value of exports and 
imports has not changed over the three years period between 1970 and 
1973. In general, the value of transit costs are, as admitted by 
the report, underestimated because they do not include indirect costs 
such as those caused by deterioration , pilferage and also any costs 
that arise as a result of any delay (pr.25). Perhaps they also 
exclude the costs incurred in insuring the goods in transit although 
the report does not say anything about it . 
1 Unless otherwise specifically mentioned the quotation s cite d In 
this section are from UN 1974,E/550l . The word(s) within 
square brackets are my own. 
( . 
To determine transit costs as a percentage of the value of 
NNT, data on the latter values ure required. since LLC data 
are notoriously unreliable, three alternative sets of trade data are 
used, namely those in (a) the aforementioned report (UN 1974,E/5501), 
(b) the annual data from the 'Direction of Trade', a publication of the 
International Monetary Fund ; and (c) similar data from the 'Yearbook 
of International Trade Statistics' , published by the UN. The 
UN 1974,E/5001 report presents export and import figures for both 
total and NNT of the 18 developing LLCs for 1970. But for 1973 
only the sum of export and import figures are presented. The other 
two sources do not cover all the LLCs, and their data have several 
limitations. For example, the IMP data do not include all the trade 
figures for the countries reported. Hence in some cases (e.g. Nepal) 
the trade figures derived are based on the reports of the trading 
partner(s) . And the UN Yearbook records additional problems with 
its international trade data. For instance, some LLCs and their 
coastal neighbours are members of a customs union (for example, the 
Central African Customs and Economic Union) and do not report trade 
within such a union. 
value of their trade. 
Hence, the available data under-estimate the 
In addition, the available figures for these 
countries are distorted because of the reporting system followed. 
For example, trade which involved more than one member of the union 
and a country outside the union was reported prior to 1969 only by 
the first country of import or by the first country of export, while 
subsequently the last country of import and the first country of export 
has reported it. This system of reporting not only causes 
inconsistencies in trade figures used but also is like l y to 
under-estimate the intra-regional trade particularly the trade of 
34 
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the LLCs in such a unlon (chad is a case In point before 1969 -
UN 1977 , p . 257) . The source also admits that the value of Niger and 
Mali trade is perhaps under-estimated because of approximation 
(UN 1977 , pp . 639 and 725) . Bolivia ' s exports are valued at overseas 
(usually New York or London) market prices and thus includes freight. 
In the case of metals , Bolivia's exports are valued including the 
smelting costs abroad , thus over- estimating its export receipts 
(UN 1977 , p . 197) . In the case of Paraguay the imports are valued 
at approximate f . o.b . values including insurance whereas exports are 
valued , in most cases, including transit costs thus slightly under-
estimating payments for imports and over- estimating export receipts. 
Also , all trade values are presented in us dollars using, in most 
cases , official exchange rates as the denominator. This assumes 
that the official exchange rate is also the market rate. Available 
evidence , however , shows that there is often a considerable degree 
of downward bias for developing countries in the official price of the 
US dollar compared with the free market rate (Newsweek, various issues). 
This provides an incentive for imports to be undervalued and/or for 
exports to be overvalued as evidenced in Turkey (Bhagwati 1964), 
Pakis a n (Winston 1969) and Nepal (Economist Intelligence Unit 
1977) . Perhaps , then , it is reasonable to assume that much of the 
difference in the valuation arising out of the differences between 
the official and the market exchange rate is adequately taken care of 
by the practice of overvaluing exports and undervaluing i mports. 
otwithstanding these problems the estimates of transit costs 
as a percentage of T 2re presented in Table 3.1 
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3 . 2 Transit Cost Estimates 
From Table 3.1 we find that the magnitude of transit cost is 
substantial for many countries although it varies from a low of only 
one percent in the case of Bolivia ' s exports in 1970 to as high as 
35 percent in the case of Laos' imports in 1973. There lS no 
uniformity regarding the magnitude of transit costs between the LLCs 
included , no matter which of the three data sources are useq because, 
as discussed in the preceding chapter , the countries included here are 
not uniform with regard to their distance from the sea, the weans of 
transport available to them or the type of commodities they trade. 
Even within a LLC there are of course substantial variations in 
transit costs for various commodities traded . This is well demonstrated 
by the profile of trade structure and transit costs on NNT of 
individual LLCs for 1970 (o~ the latest year available) as presented 
in Appendix B.7 , Tables B.7.l through B.7.l6. For example, the 
proportion of transit costs in the case of high value to weight/volume 
commodities like bristle and musk exported from Nepal is negligible 
while it is as high as 33.6 percent in the case of construction 
materials imported by the same country (Appendix B.7, Table B.7.9) 
and uSlng the same route (because there is only one transit route -
see Table 2.4) . Similarly for Laos, more than half the domestic 
price of imported cement (57.6%) is absorbed as transit cost while 
only 1 . 2 percent is in the case of tin ores and concentrates (Appendix 
B.7, Table B. 7 . 6). Likewise, the influence of distance involved In 
the magnitude of transit cost on NNT can be observed In the cases of 
transport equipment and electrical machinery imported by many LLCs. 
It is 29 . 3 percent for both of these commodities in the case of the 
Central African Republic whereas it is only 5 and 6 percent 
TABLE 3 .1 
TRANSIT COSTS AS A PERCENTAGE OF THE VALUE OF NON- NEIGHBOUR TRADE OF SELECTED 
LAND-LOCKED DEVELOPING COUNTRIES : ESTIMATED FOR 1970 AND 1973 
1970 1973 
Country Exports Imports Total Exports Imports Total 
a b c a b c a b c b c b c a b 
Afghanistan 12 . 3 5.5 5 . 5 14 .7 5 . 3 5 . 1 13.6 5 . 4 5 . 2 3 . 4 n.a. 7.9 n.a. 14.0 5.9 
Bolivia 1 . 0 1 . 1 1 . 1 7 . 0 6 . 8 6 . 8 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 1.4 n.a. 5 . 9 n.a. 3.0 3 . 3 
Botswana 9 . 8 I n . a . n . a . 7 . 5 n.a . n.a. 8 . 8 n.a . n.a. n.a. n . a . n . a . n.a. 8.6 n.a. I 
Burundi 
I 6 . 4 10.9 n.a. 19 . 9 18 . 5 n. a . 12 . 8 1 5 .6 n.a. 9.0 8 . 9 8 . 8 8 . 6 11 . 4 8.9 
Central African 
Republic 10.0 9 . 3 10 . 0 21 . 3 28 . 4 29 .7 15.8 14 . 3 15 . 1 12 . 3 n.a. 19.6 n.a. 14.3 16 . 6 
Chad 19 .1 15.8 19 . 0 21 . 7 18 . 2 21.7 20 . 8 17.4 20 . 8 23 . 5 22 . 2 22 . 3 22.9 20 . 8 22 . 6 
Laos 5 . 6 11 . 7 5.6 13.3 25 . 9 13.2 12 . 9 25 . 2 12.8 11.3 11.3 28 . 0 34. 9 12.9 27 . 0 
Lesotho 7.5 n.a . n.a . 7 . 5 n . a . n.a. 7.5 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 7.5 1 n.a. 
Malawi 2 . 7 i 2 . 2 2 . 3 9 . 5 8 . 6 9 . 6 7 .1 6 .1 6 .7 2.8 3 .1 9 . 6 9 . 6 6. 7 i 6 . 8 
I 
Mali 18 . 2 118.2 18 . 3 14.0 14 .1 14 . 1 15.3 15 . 4 15 . 4 9 . 2 n.a. 11. 3 n. a . 14 . 7 10 . 8 
, 
Nepal 4.5 5.6 n . a. 9.5 7 . 2 n.a . 7.0 6 . 7 n.a. 3.3 n.a. 5 .1 n.a. 7.7 4.5 
Niger I 15.1 115.8 15.8 12.4 13.1 12.4 13.2 13.9 13.2 17.6 16 . 5 14 . 9 14.6 13 . 3 15 . 8 
Paraquay 8.7 \10.4 11.0 6.2 5 . 4 6.4 7.0 7 . 8 8.0 8.9 8 . 7 7.3 5.8 7 . 2 8.3 
Rwanda 4.1 3.8 3 . 8 9 . 9 9 .3 9.3 7 . 3 6.7 6.7 2.9 3 . 3 8.4 9.3 7 . 2 5 . 6 
, 
Swaziland 4 . 8 n.a. n.a. 2 .5 n.a . n.a . 4 . 6 n . a. n.a. n.a. n . a . n.a. n.a. 4 . 5 n.a. 
Uganda I 3.7 3.7 3.6 6.8 6 . 9 6 . 9 4.8 4 . 8 4 . 7 I 3 . 8 3.7 7.0 7.0 4 . 5 4.6 I 
I 
16.6 117.5,19.6 Upper Volta I 9 . 2 9.3 9.2 18 . 6 18.4 17.4 16 . 6 16.5 15.8 I 7.5 7.3 22 .1 
Zambia I 3 . 8 3 . 8 3.8 7.8 7.9 1 7.8 5.1 5.0 5.0 I 3.8 3.4 9.0 9.0 ; 5.3 5.2 
I I Average 4 .4 4.3 4.3 9 . 9 9.81 9.4 6 . 6 6.61 6 . 4 4.5 4.6\10.3 11 . 0 7.1 7.0 
- -- - ---
c 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n. a . 
8 . 8 
n.a. 
22 . 7 
33 . 2 
n.a. 
7. 2 
n.a. 
n . a . 
15 . 3 
7.5 
6.3 
n.a. 
4 . 6 
15.4 i 
5.1 I 
7.1 W 
-....J 
TABLE 3 . 1 (Cont ' d) 
Sources: The value of transit costs on NNT are from UN (1974 , E/55l0) and the value of NNT are from; 
(a) UN 1974 , E/55l0; 
(b) IMP (1977); and 
(c) UN Year Books (as shown in Appendix B Tables B. 4 , B . 5 and B. 6 respectively for a , b , and c) . 
w 
CJ 
( . 
respectively for transport equipment and electrical machinery in t he 
case of Niger which is relatively closer to the sea (see Table 2.1). 
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Clearly these LLCs differ with respect to the trade barriers due to 
transit costs. 
transit costs? 
But what is the significance of the barriers due to 
It may well be argued that the position of a private 
importer or exporter in a LLC is no different from that of his 
counterpart in the remote areas of a large non-LLC since both have to 
pay the costs involved In moving the goods between their respective 
places and the port. But, as the UN Group of Expe rts poin~ out, 
"there is one overriding difference . Unlike the land-locked country 
vis-a-vis its coastal transit neighbour the distant centre of a large 
coastal state lS part of a single political and economlC unit. Such 
a unit possesses the capability to compensate the inland reglon for 
any additional costs arlslng from that cause between that region and 
other areas of the country for example, by the averaglng of transport 
or other costs. Within the land-locked country, on the other hand, 
any averaglng of transport or other costs starts with the cost of 
transit to or from the border already added to the cost of the goods." 
(UNCTAD 1970, TD/B/308 Pr.14.) From the national point of view 
therefore, transit costs involve the payment by a LLC to its TC and 
this becomes particularly relevent to the developing LLCs specially 
when the payment involves foreign currency since foreign exchange lS 
generally a scarce resource for them. Also this may be of less 
significance to those LLCs which are also TCs to their coastal 
neighbours. But, such cases are confined largely to Europe 
(East 1960 ; UNCTAD 1970, TD/B/308). 
The available information on the ocean shipping part of 
( . 
transport costs are not strictly comparable with the transit costs 
because (1) the ocean freight costs differ considerably due to the 
origin and destination of shipments and (2) the countries and years 
for which the ocean shipping costs are available differ from the 
countries and year for which the transit costs are available. 
Information on the ocean shipping part of transport costs is presented 
in Table 3.2 and relates to the commodities imported by the United 
states in 1974 from those developing countries which are either the 
LLCs ' TCs or relatively near to them . It should, however, be noted 
that the shipping costs presented here include, in most of the cases, 
the costs of insurance and are for 1974. And since the available 
evidence suggests that the shipping costs have generally been increasing 
relative to the value of us imports since 1965 (Finger and Yeats 1976 ) 
it is perhaps reasonable to assume that these figures over-estimate 
the ocean shipping part of transport costs relative to the transit 
costs shown in the table, not only because the latter refer to 1970 
but also because they are generally under-estimated as discussed In 
the preceding section . The US nominal tariff rates are also 
presented in Table 3.2 to enable a comparison of the barriers due to 
transit costs, ocean shipping costs and government protection. 
Notwithstanding these discrepancies we find from Table 3.2 
(see also Appendix B Tables B.7.1 through B.7.16, B.8 Tables - B.8.1 
and B. 8 . 2 and B . 9) the barriers due to transit costs are higher than 
those due to us government protection excepting for clothing . 
Also , excepting the case of raw jute and jute goods (only when 
compared to us as the destination) the transit costs are at least 
half of the ocean shipping part of transport cos~and in the case 
Commodity 
(1) 
Clothing 2 
Coffee 
Cotton 
2 
Iron (and Steel) 
Raw Jute 
Jute Goods 
Meat Preparations 
Oil Seeds 
TABLE 3 . 2 
ESTIMATED AD VALOREM TRANSIT COSTS , OCEAN SHIPPING COSTS AND TARIFFS 
OF THE UNITED STATES : A COMPARISON OF HAGNITUDE 
(per cent) 
LLC Comparable non-LLC Transit Costs Ocean Shipping Costs United States Tariff 
(1970) Between (3) and the (1974) 
Us l 
(1974) 
(2) (3) (4) (5 ) (6) 
Nepal India 3 6.3 8.0 (8.5) 20.0 
Laos India 5 . 7 8.0 0 . 0 
Afghanistan India 10.84 4 . 6 (4 . 3). 6 . 2 
Pakistan 3 10.8 4 20 . 0 6.2 
Paraguay .1 3 BraZl 9 . 4 5 16.8 6 . 2 
Paraguay Brazil 6 . 75 7.4 (7.9) 0.0 
Nepal India 3 6 .1 36.0 (41.2) 0.0 
Bangladesh 6 . 1 34.2 0.0 
Bangladesh - Europe 6.1 12.16 0.0 
Nepal India 3 4.2 20.0 (11.9) 3 . 6 
Bangladesh 4.2 19.3 3.6 
Paraauay Argentina 3 5.65 5.1 (4.9) 4.7 
-' 
Upper Volta Nigeria - Europe 10.8 8.86 n.a. 
Niger Nigeria 3 9.5 8.06 - Europe n.a. 
.:::. 
r-' 
TABLE 3 . 2 (Cont'd) 
Commodity LLC Comparable non-LLC Transit Costs Ocean Shipping Costs United States Tariff 
(1970) Between ( 3) and the (1974) 
Us 1 
(1 974) 
(1 ) (2 ) ( 3 ) (4) (5) (6) 
Te~tile Yarn 2 Afghanistan India 11 . 1 4 26.9 10.5 
Tin Laos Singapore - Europe 1.2 1 . 2
6 
n.a. 
wood Shaped Indonesia 
7 (7.0) .-Laos 25 .0 40.0 0 . 3 
Rough Wood Paraguay °1 3 Brazl 15.75 13.0 (2.9) 0 . 0 
Notes : 1 Including ins urance charges . 
2 These commodities are the importab1es of the respective LLC but exportable of their respective TC . 
3 Transit countries to the respective LLCs . 
4 1968 
5 1969 
6 Only freight rates and refer to 1970. 
7 For rough wood. 
Figures within parentheses under Column 5 refer to the average freight and insurance cost of the US 
imports from all developing countries. 
Sources: Based on: 
(1) Appendix B.7, Tables B.7.1, 6, 9-11 and 15. 
(2) Yeats 1977 (a) and (b). 
(3) Appendix B.9. 
.> 
~..) 
of meat preparation and rough wood exported by Paraguay the former 
are higher than the latter showing that the LLCs face substantial 
additional natural trade barriers when compared to their TCs. The 
next chLlpter analyses some theoretical consequences of this fact . 
CHAPTER 4 
A THEORETICAL ANALYSIS OF 
TRADE AND WELFARE CONSEQUENCES OF LAND-LOCKEDNESS 
The analysis in this chapter maintains the usual assumptions 
made in internatio nal trade theory except t~at the transit cost is 
assumed to be positive (and may even be infinite if transit is denied) 
rather than zero . It begins by analysing the case assuming only final 
goods are produced , and then introduces in t ermediate goods and makes use 
of the concept of effective protection . The possibility of reducing the 
adverse effects on a LLCs terms of trade due to transit cost by allowing 
international factor mobility will then be analysed. This is followed 
by the identification of key economic factors affecting transit costs 
and then by a discussion of why a TC may deny transit facility to a 
LLC and of the ranking of the various policy alternatives available to 
it. The last section of the chapter summarises the a priori hypotheses 
suggested by this analysis. An attempt will then be made In the 
following chapter to test these hypotheses empirically. 
4 . 1 The Case Without Intermediate Inputs 
The maln purpose of analysing the case of final goods 
separately is to demonstrate the trade and welfare consequences of 
land-lockedness in a simple way. Consider first the case of importables. 
Importables 
Consider Figure 4.1. The quantity of importables is pre-
sented on the horizontal axis while the vertical axis represents its 
.' 
prlce. DD and SS are the domestic demand and supply curves respectively. 
Suppose that the world price of the importable is OPe This lS assumed 
to be the prlce faced by a non-LLC at its port. Since we have assumed 
that the country concerned lS small , PP represents the supply line 
which is infinitely elastic. At this given price the quantity demanded 
of the importables in the domestic market of a non-LLC is ODl out of 
which OSl is met from domestic supply and the rest, SlD1 is , imported. 
For the LLC, however, OP is not the actual prlce faced. 
Since it has to pay transit costs, the actual prlce faced by the LLC 
will be higher than OP, say opt. Assuming that the LLC has domestic 
demand and supply conditions similar to those of its TC, the total 
quantity of the importable demanded will be OD2 . Of this total demand 
OS2 is met from the domestic supply and the remaining quantity, S2D2 
is imported. That is, compared with its non-land-locked counterpart 
with similar domestic demand and supply curves, a LLC imports less 
of an importable even though the world price lS the same for both 
(assuming the same level for tariffs In both countries). Also, the 
LLC produces domestically more of the importable but at higher marginal 
costs than in the non-LLC. The loss in consumers' surplus due to 
transit cost which effectively lncreases domestic price will be an 
amount equivalent to the areas marked 1, 2, 3 and 4 In Figure 4.1. 
Of this total loss to the consumers , area 1 goes to the domestic pro-
ducers as additional producers' surplus . Areas 2 and 4 are simply 
dead weight welfare losses due to the natural barrier to trade caused 
by land-lockedness. Area 3 is the amount paid by the LLC to its TC 
as transit cost : the balance of payment effect . Of course, if there 
lS any loss in transit due to damage or spoilage, then only part of 
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area 3 is actually paid to the TC and the rest lS a dead weight 
welfare loss. 
Exportables 
For the case of exportables , consider figure 4.2. As in 
the case of importables, the quantity and price of exportables are 
presented in the horizontal and vertical axes respectively, while DO 
and SS respectively represent the domestic demand and supply curves. 
OP lS the world price of an exportable faced by a non-LLC at its port. 
PP lS the infinitely elastic demand curve faced by it, given the small 
country assumption. At this price the non-LLC concerned will produce OSI 
of the exportable of which 0lSl will be exported and the remaining 
quantity, 00
1
, consumed domestically. 
For a LLC, however, OP is not the actual prlce it faces. 
Since it has to pay transit costs the price received by the exporter 
will be lower than OP, say OP'. At this prlce a LLC, with similar 
domestic demand and supply curves as that of a non-LLC, produces OS2 0f 
theexportable. This is lower than in the otherwise similar non-LLC 
by an amount equal to SlS2. As a result of lower domestic price, the 
consumption of the exportable at horne will be OD while 0 S will be the 222 
quantity exported. Thus, compared with a non-LLC with similar 
domestic demand and supply curves, a LLC tends to consume more 
exportables while it produces and exports less . Further, compared 
with a non-LLC, a LLC produces the exportables at lower marginal 
cost . As a result of the payment of transit costs which effectively 
reduce the domestic price, the loss to the domestic producers in 
producers ' surplus will be an amount equivalent to the areas marked 
1, 2 , 3 and 4 in Figure 4.2 . Out of this area 1 goes to the consumers 
as additional consumers ' surplus. Areas 2 and 4 are dead weight welfare 
losses due to land-lockedness , and area 3 is the amount transferred to 
the TC as transit cost . Again , if there is any damage then only part 
of area 3 will be transferred to the TC , the rest being a dead weight 
welfare loss . It may be that LLCs face a~ even lower price than opt 
For example , there may be unpredic t able delays in the transit of a 
, 
LLCs export , in which case buyers may offer lower than world prices 
to a LLC to cover potential costs of delays . Or a TC may deliberately 
delay LLC transit to enhance its own export prospects of that good. 
Also , a LLC exporter is less able to take advantage of price fluctua-
tions if there is uncertainty In transit time , further increasing the 
welfare cost of land - lockedness. 
So far , nothing has been said about the effect on trade 
and welfare of the na t ure of domestic demand and supply curves. From 
Figures 4 . 1 and 4 . 2 it is clear that , given the transit cost, the more 
elastic the domestic demand or supply curves are, the greater the 
reduction in trade , and the greater the dead weight ~elfare losses. 
It is also clear that the higher the transit cost of a good is relative 
to its price , the greater the dead weight welfare losses, the less the 
quantity of goods traded and the higher the domestic price of 
importables and the lower the domestic price of exportables in a LLC 
compared with a similar TC. 
These effects on importables and exportables can be 
summarised by making use of the simple general equilibrium diagram 
of Figure 4 . 3. The horizontal and vertical axes represent the 
o 
FIGURE 4.3 
THE GENERAL EQUILIBRIUH CASE 
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.' 
quantities of exportables and importables respectively. RR is the 
production possibility curve of a non-LLC. II is one of its indiffer-
ence curves and TT is the given term of trade it faces. Under this 
situation the non-LLC maXlmlses its welfare by consuming at C and pro-
ducing at P , the points at which the terms of trade line lS tangent to 
II and RR respectively . The country produces OMI of importables 
and OEI of exportables and consumes OM4 and OE 4 respectively, with 
~.\M4 being imported and EIE4 exported . 
But for a LLC, TT is not the actual terms of trade faced 
because of the transit costs involved in moving goods between its 
territory and the port of transit. Let us say the terms of trade 
actually faced are represented by T'T' . Thus a LLC, having the same 
production possibility boundary and indifference map as that of a non-
LLC, maximises its welfare consuming at C' on 1'1' where T'T' is 
tangent to 1 ' 1 ' and producing at P' where T'T' is also tangent to RR. 
At these welfare maximising points the LLC produces OM and OE of 
2 2 
the importable and exportable respectively and consumes OM of the 
3 
importable and OE 3 of the exportable. M2M3 of the importable lS 
imported and E2E3 of the exportable lS exported. This confirms the 
earlier finding that a LLC produces less exportables and more importables, 
consumes less importables and more exportables and trades less than a non-
LLC with a similar production possibility boundary (supply curves) and 
indifference map (demand curves) . It also shows that the potential 
economic welfare of a LLC is less than that of a non-LLC, ceteris paribus, 
since consumption lS on a lower indifference curve at C' rather than C. 
Moreover, even if a non-LLC imposes a trade tax at an ad valorem 
rate equivalent to the barrier due to transit costs of its land-locked 
counterpart, it will still be better off with respect to economic 
51 
welfare because of the r e v enue raised by the trade tnX. Consider 
Figure 4.3 again. Here, for simplicity of analysis, we assume that 
the government redistributes the revenue it has derived from taxing 
trade among the consumers In a non-distortionary way. When the non-
LLC imposes the trade tax by the same proportion as the transit cost 
of the LLC, then the domestic terms of trade will be similar to that 
of a LLC as described earlier. But the world terms of trade have not 
,changed. So trade is still possible along TITl parallel to TT, given 
the production at P'. Although the domestic price ratio has changed, 
to T'T', trading possibilities enable consumption to be at Cion 
1 111 , a higher indifference curve than 1'1'. This illustrates the two 
fundamental differences between protection by way of transit costs and 
by way of government barriers to trade: transit costs do not yield 
government revenue, unlike trade /- tax; and the welfare effects result~ng 
from transit costs are unavoidable because they are due to natural 
barriers to trade, whereas those due to government policy are 
avoidable in the sense that the government could remove any of the tr00e 
barriers it has imp osed . 
To summarl se , the maJor hypotheses which follow from this 
s ec tion are that, ceteris paribus : 
(i) LLCs will tend to trade a smaller proportion of GNP 
and have lower GNPs than non-LLCs; 
(ii) b ecause import-competing industries in LLCs have more 
natural protect ion than their non-land-locked counterparts, LLC govern-
me nts will have tended to impose less tariff and non-tariff barriers 
to imports; 
S2 
.' 
(iii) similarly, because exporting is naturally discouraged 
In LLCs , governments in LLCs will have tended to assist export 
industries (notably tourism) more than non-LLCs; 
(iv) the more elastic the domestic demand and/or supply 
of a good and the higher the transit cost relative to the price of a 
good, the less that good will tend to be traded in an LLC compared 
with a non-LLC . 
/ 
4 . 2 The Case with Intermediate Inputs 
The previous section has ignored the fact that production 
generally involves intermediate inputs. When these inputs are intro-
duced into the analysis the effects of transit costs on production and 
trade are seen to be modified slightly. This is made clear by making 
use of the concept of effective protection , a concept which gives a 
truer indication, than does the nominal protection concept used above, 
of the extent to which particular industries are encouraged or dis-
couraged by trade barriers. The analysis continues to assume, without 
loss of generality, that the LLC has no government-imposed trade barriers. 
The following lS an adaptation of the well-known formula 
for the effective rate of protection to an industry, adapted here to 
incorporate natural rather than government-imposed trade barriers: 
where 
g. 
J 
g. 
J 
t. - La . . t . J lJ l 
l 
i-La .. lJ 
l 
effective natural protection of the industry producing 
commodity j due to transit cost 
t 
J 
t. 
1 
" 
percentage change in domestic price over the world 
price of commodity j due to transit cost 
percentage change in domestic price over the world 
pr1ce of input i (i = 1, 2 , . . . , n) due to transit 
cost 
a. . share of 1 1n the cost of J at world market prices 
1J 
From the above formula it is clear that the extent of 
effective natural protection to an industry depends not just on t. 
J 
S 3 
but also on each t. and a .. and on L a . . t . . Specifically, it follows 1 1J . 1J l . 
1 
that , ceteris paribus, not all import competing industries are 
necessarily encouraged nor are all export industries necessarily dis-
couraged by transit costs. Export industries tending to use large 
amounts of imported intermediate inputs (so that t. is negative, 
J 
L a .. t. is large and positive) are especially discouraged, while 
. 1J 1 
1 
import competing industries tending to use large amounts of exportable 
inputs (so that t. is 
J 
positive, L a . . t. is large but negative) are 
. 1J 1 
1 
specially encouraged. Also, transit costs are likely to have more 
effect on industries with a low value-added share than on those with 
a high value-added share, and more so the greater the difference 
between t. and La .. t.. Presuming that transit cos ts are proportional 
J 1J 1 
1 
to ocean transport costs, the protective effect of transit costs will 
simply reinforce the protective effects of ocean transport costs. 
The additional ceteris paribus hypotheses that follow from 
this section , then, are that: 
(i) export industries using large amounts of imported 
intermediate inputs (with large positive t. IS) and/or with a low 
1 
value-added share will tend to be smaller in LLCs than in non-LLCs; and 
t 
J 
t. 
l 
.' 
= percentage change in domestic price over the world 
price of commodity j due to transit cost 
= percentage change in domestic price over the world 
prlce of input i (i = 1, 2 , ... , n) due to transit 
cost 
a. . share of l In the cost of J at world market prlces 
lJ 
From the above formula it is clear that the extent of 
effective natural protection to an industry depends not just on t. 
J 
S3 
but also on each t. and a .. and on L: a .. t . . Specifically, it follows l lJ . lJ l . 
l 
that , ceteris paribus, not all import competing industries are 
necessarily encouraged nor are all export industr·ies necessarily dis-
couraged by transit costs. Export industries tending to use large 
amounts of imported intermediate inputs (so that t. is negative, 
J 
L: a .. t. is large and positive) are especially discouraged, while 
. lJ l 
l 
import competing industries tending to use large amounts of exportable 
inputs (so that t. is 
J 
positive, L: a .. t. is large but negative) are 
. lJ l 
l 
specially encouraged . Also, transit costs are likely to have more 
effect on industries with a low value-added share than on those with 
a high value-added share, and more so the greater the difference 
between t. and L: a .. t.. Presuming that transit costs are proportional 
J lJ l 
l 
to ocean transport costs, the protective effect of transit costs will 
simply reinforce the protective effects of ocean transport costs. 
The additional ceteris paribus hypotheses that follow from 
this section, then, are that: 
(i) export industries using large amounts of imported 
intermediate inputs (with large positive t. IS) and/or with a low 
l 
value-added share will tend to be smaller in LLCs than in non -LLCsi and 
.' 
(ii) import competing industries using large amounts of 
exportable intermediate inputs (with large negative t. 's) and/or with 
l 
a low value-added share will tend to be larger in LLCs than in 
non-LLCs . 
4.3 Transit cost and Factor Mobility 
Factor movements internationally are to a certain extent 
a substitute for international commodity movements. Mundell (1957) 
has shown that factor price equalisation between countries tends to 
take place even if international commodity movements are restricted 
by way of natural or government-imposed trade barriers, so long as 
factor movements are unchecked. The analysis that follows is based on 
his analysis with the additional assumptions that transit costs for 
factor movements are much lower than for commodity movements and that 
it is transit costs rather than tariff barriers which restrict trade 
internationally . 
Consider Figure 4.4. The horizontal and vertical axes 
represent exportables and importables respectively. Since we are con-
cerned with capital-scarce LLCs, importables are assumed to be rela-
tively capital intensive and the exportables relatively labour intensive. 
RR is the production possibility frontier before the LLC concerned has 
removed any restriction on factor movements. TT is the world terms of 
trade whereas T'T ' lS the actual terms of trade faced by the LLC, the 
difference between TT and T ' T ' being due to transit costs. The LLC 
concerned maximises its welfare at C' by producing at p' with the 
terms of trade it actually faces being tangent to both 1 ' 1' and RR. 
Irnportables 
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The country produces OM2 of importables and OE 2 of exportables while 
it consumes OM3 and OE3 of importables and exportables respectively. 
The differences between the production and consumption of these 
commodities represent the volumes traded. 
SG 
Since the LLC has to pay transit costs for both importables 
and exportables, the price of the former relative to that of the latter 
in the domestic market will be higher than in the world market. This 
implies that, if factor movements are restricted internationally, the 
marginal product and hence the marginal returns on the factors used 
relatively intensively in the import-competing industry, namely capital, 
would be higher in the LLC than in the absence of transit costs. 
Likewise, the marginal product of labour , and therefore the wage rate 
in the LLC would be lower than if transit costs were zero. 
Suppose now that the LLC removes all impediments to inter-
national factor mobility. Clearly the higher marginal product for 
capital in the LLC would tend to induce outside capital to move to the 
LLC, while the lower domestic wage rate would give an incentive for 
labour to move out of the LLC. 
This process of factor movement will obviously change the 
factor endowment of the LLC thereby changing the production possibility 
frontier in favour of goods which use the relatively scarce factor 
intensively. This lS shown by R'R ' compared with RR. with this n ew 
production possibility boundary R'R ', the LLC maximises its welfar e 
at Cl by producing at Pl where the terms of trade it actually faces, 
i.e. TITl which is parallel to T'T' , is tangential to R' R ' and also 
to 1111 which is higher than 1'1'. Also, total commodity trad e is 
reducca because of factor movemC llt s . This is shown by thc tradc 
triangle QICIPI which is s malle r than Q' C ' P' . 
S7 
This shows that a LLC which allows the factors of pro-
duction to move freely tends to export its relatively abundant factor(s) 
and import its relatively scarce factor(s). Such movements tend to 
equalise factor returns with the rest of the world, so partly off-
setting the effects of transit costs in the economy. This tendency 
will be greater, the less restrictive are the LLCs policies towards 
and the lower the natural costs of international factor mobility. In 
reality of course factors are not perfectly mobile. Land is an 
example of an immobile factor. Even those factors which are poten-
tially mobile such as labour and capital may not be perfectly mobile 
because of socio-economic and political factors. It i s possible, for 
example , that the non-pecuniary costs of living in a different country 
and the costs of migration are sufficient to outweigh any gains from 
higher wages. Similarly, gove rnme nt policies may discourage the in-
flow of foreign capital. Even in cases where capital inflow is encouraged, 
the size of the domestic market of an LLC may well be so small that 
imported capital cannot b e very profitably employed because of dis-
economies of small scale. Under such circumstances it may be cheaper 
simply to import final products rather than capital, In which case 
the natural barrier to trade because of land -lockedness remalns an 
important imped iment to LLC development. Nonetheless, o ne might 
hypothesise from this section that, ceteris paribus, deve lo p ing LLCs 
tend to e xport labour and import capital more than d evelop ing non-LLCs. 
4 . 4 Transit Costs and Trade Diversification 
rrom the foregoing discussions it is clear that the 
natural barrier due to transit costs restricts the tradability of 
those commodities which are vulnerable to this barrier i.e. low 
value high volume/weight/fragility commodities. This implies that 
compared to otherwise a similar non-LLC a LLC will tend to trade in 
fewer commodities. It is therefore reasonable to hypothesize that 
ceteris paribus a LLC trade will be less diversified than that of a 
non-LLC. 
4.5 Factors Affecting Transit Costs 
The preceding three sections of this chapter looked only 
at the effects of transit costs on trade and economic welfare of an 
LLC . This section identifies the key economic factors affecting 
transit costs . 
In the absence of governmental transit barriers (mentioned 
In the next section) , transit costs are affected by factors such as 
the distance involved , means and efficiency of the transport facili-
ties used and the types of commodities transported. One can ~herefore hypo-
thesise that the greater the distance involved, the higher the transit 
costs , ceteris paribus. Similarly, the more efficient the transport 
system used , the lower the transit costs , ceteris paribus. And, the 
greater the volume/weight/fragility of the commodity, the higher the 
transit costs , ceteris paribus. In addition, it was shown in Chapter 2 
that the transit countries bordering LLCs tend to be geographically 
larger than their LLC neighbours. Since the bulk of the TCs' business 
and industrial activities tend to be concentrated In coastal reglons, 
it is likely that the cost of transport in trade between the LLC and 
a TC will exceed the cost of transit through that TC because the 
transit route chosen will be the least cost route to a sea port. One 
might therefore hypothesise that transport costs involved in a LLC's 
trade with its neighbouring TC exceed transit costs through that TC, 
ceteris paribus . 
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4.6 Causes and Effects of Trans i t Restrictions 
The discussion so far has been based on the assumption 
that a LLC has no transit restrictions . But what happens if a TC 
denies the transit facilities it could offer to a LLC? In such a 
situation , if the LLC has alternative routes available, it will opt 
for the next best alternative it can find . This means further 
worsening of the terms of trade it faces , thereby increasing the 
welfare loss due to transit costs . If there is no alternative TC, 
as in the case of Lesotho (South Africa is its only TC) or even Nepal 
and Bhutan (where India lS the only feasible TC , given the mountain 
and politicial barriers to transit thro ugh China) then a LLC can 
only trade with its TC and so faces the bilateral terms of trade 
between the two countries . These terms o f trade will, of course, be 
influenced by the trade policies of the TC . 
Alternatively, the TC may simply tax the transit traffic, 
In which case the higher the tax, the l ess non-neighbour trade and 
the more transit country trade will result. The availability of 
alternative transit routes to a LLC, however , would ensure that 
such a tax could not worsen the LLC's terms of trade beyond that 
available through the next cheapest route. Alternative access also 
better enables a LLC to bargain between TCs for reduced transit 
costs (including taxes) and to plan its long term trade policy and 
make commitments with trading partners . Therefore, the more alterna-
tive TCs available to a LLC, the more non-neighbour trade it is 
likely to have, ceteris paribus. (Of course, the higher the cheapest 
transit cost , the more a LLC will tend to trade with its neighbour(s) 
and the less it will trade with NNCs.) 
As mentioned in Chapter 1, the transit countries have 
been reluctant to agree to the LLCs' demands for secure and uninter-
rupted transit facilities . One economic reason for this may be that 
the TC has monopolistic and/or monopsonistic power in its bilateral 
trade with the land-locked neighbour and wants to take advantage of 
it by restricting the LLC's alternative markets. Such restriction 
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may also allow the TC to sell to the LLC goods which it imports from 
third countries and which it subjects to tariffs. Secondly, if the 
tariff barriers imposed by the TC are higher than the LLC's transit 
costs and tariff barriers so that the domestic prices of such imports 
in the LLC are lower than In the TC, there would be an incentive for 
unauthorised movement of such goods from the LLC to the TC. Similarly, 
in the case of exportables, if the export tax imposed by a TC is 
higher than the export tax and transit costs of its land-locked 
neighbour, this too would induce unauthorised movement of such goods 
in this case from the TC to the LLC . This reason for the TC restrict-
ing transit would be particularly relevant if the cost of policing 
unauthorised trade were higher than the gain to the TC from the 
receipt of transit business. India's reluctance In guaranteeing 
transit facility to Nepal, for example, seems to be because of un-
authorised trade taking place across the border between the two 
countries (Rawat 1974, pp.84-85; Economist Intelligence unit 1978) , 
although in addition India has monopolistic as well as monopsonistic 
power in her trade with Nepal (Shrestha 1975; Jayaraman and 
Shrestha 1976) . 
What is the optimal transit policy for a TC? The best 
policy would be to impose the optimal set of transit and trade taxes. 
The determination of the optimal tax structure would be a complex 
problem, however, for one would have to take into account not only 
the trade-off between increased taxes per unit transitted and 
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decreased transit business, but also the facts that (i) the TC may 
have monopolistic and/or monopsonistic power in its bilateral trade 
with its land-locked neighbour; and (ii) any divergence between TC 
and LLC domestic price would induce illegal trade which would be 
costly to police. In principal though , an optimal transit and 
bilateral trade tax structure could be determined. 
However , there is international pressure on TCs to pro-
vide LLCs with untaxed access to the sea , so taxing transit traffic 
may not be seen as an available option . If there are incentives 
for unauthorised movements of goods between an LLC and its TC, due 
for example to large differences in protection levels between the two 
countries , then the TC could persuade the LLC to take part in checking 
the unauthorised movement of such goods , or to raise its protection 
levels so as to eliminate such incentives . But this would not be In 
the interests of the LLC concerned unless the TC otherwise would 
deny access . Perhaps such a threat explains the latest arrangement 
between India and Nepal , which appears to be of the joint policing 
of illegal traffic type (Far Eastern Economic Review, March 24, 1978). 
4 . 7 Summary of a priori Hypothe ses 
The hypotheses suggested by the theoretical anal ysis of 
this chapter can be summarised as follows: ceteris paribus , a LLC, 
compared with an otherwise similar non-LLC or a LLC with lowe r 
transit costs , will tend to have : 
(1) a lower ratio of trade to GNP; 
(2) a lower level of tariff and non-tariff barriers 
to imports ; 
(3) more government assistance for export industries; 
(4) more (less) trade in goods whose transit cost is 
low (high) relative to its price and whose domestic demand and/or 
supply curves are relatively inelastic (elastic); 
(5) more import competing industries uSlng exportable 
intermediate inputs; 
(6) less exportable industries uSlng imported inter -
mediate inputs; 
(7) a greater inflow of capital and outflow of labour; 
(8) less diversified trade ; and 
( ) less trade with Cs especially if it has few TCs 
or transit routes . 
Also , it can be hypothesised that , ceteris paribus: 
(10) the greater the distance involved in transitting / 
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the higher the proportion of transit cost in the value of goods traded; 
(ll) the more efficient the transport system used in 
transittingthe goods Lraded, the lower the proportion of transit 
cost in i s value; an 
(12) the arger the volume/Height/fragility of a commodity 
traded relative to its prlce, he higher the proportion of transit 
costs in its value; 
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(13) the transit costs on NNT are lower than the 
transport costs on trade with neighbouring countries, especially In 
the absence of governmental transit barriers. 
One could also hypothesise that , because of the transit 
trade of a LLC , a non - LLC which is also a TC will tend to have larger 
transport and stevedoring industries than otherwise similar countries. 
In the next chapter, an attempt will be made to test as 
many of these hypotheses as the available data permit. 
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CHAPTER 5 
EMPIRICAL TESTING OF A PRIORI HYPOTHESES 
Not all the hypotheses suggested in Chapter 4 are able to be 
tested here primarily because of inadequate data. 
, Even the hypotheses 
that have been tested are based on data which contain several 
assumptions and are often of dubious quality. These data limitations -
highlighted in the first section of Chapter 3 must be borne in mind 
when evaluating the results presented in Section 5.2. The additional 
data and methodology used for the statistical hypothesis testing is 
discussed in the first section. The results and discussion of the 
statistical tests are presented in the following section. 
5 . 1 Data and Methodology 
The additional data used to test the hypotheses are also drawn 
from the publications of the UN and its specialized agencies. In 
cases where these figures we re p resented in national currency units, 
e.g. trade tax , GDP , they are converted to US dollars using , wherever 
applicable , the same denominators as those used to convert trade data 
into US dollars . 
Given the quality of data, the small sample Slzes, and the 
assumptions behind parametric statistics regarding the distribution of 
observations, non-parametric statistics were considered best suited for 
the purpose of t es ting the hypotheses suggested in the preceding 
chapter. The Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon (MWW) two-sample test, the 
Wilcoxon test for paired observations and the Spearman Rank correlation 
test are used . The MWW test is used to test the hypotheses regarding 
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differences between LLCs and non-LLCs while the second test is used to 
test for differences between the transit costs on NNT and the transport 
costs on trade with the neighbouring countries. To test the hypotheses 
concerning cross-country data for various LLCs and cross-commodity data 
within a LLC, Spearman Rank correlation coefficients are calculated and 
their significance tested. The details of the procedures followed are 
presented in Appendices A.l through A.3. 
In order to maintain a reasonable sample Slze and also to make 
the most of the available data, the period selected for the empirical 
testing of a priori hypotheses is 1970-74 inclusive. The main criteria 
used in selecting the sample countries were: broad similarity with 
respect to total and per capita GNP, share of trade in GNP, share of 
manufacturing sector in GNP and trade structure. The countries 
included in the sample for various tests differ in some cases as the 
appropriate tables in Appendix B show. This is primarily due to 
non-availability of data regarding all variables from a single set of 
sample countries. 
5 .2 Results and Discussion of Statistical Tests 
5.2.1 Trade/GNP Ratio 
The observed u values and the levels of their significance in 
the MWW two sample test as to whether international trade for the 
LLCs represents a lower portion of GNP than in non-LLCs are presented 
in Table 5.1. Since the time series information on GNP for many of the 
sample countries was lacking, GDP figures have been used as proxy 
denominators. Unfortunately, the sample Slze is very small. 
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refers to the non-LLCs while n 2 refers to the LLCs. The results 
obtained (Table 5.1) for the period under analysis show that the 
LLCs tend to have lower trade/GOP ratios than non-LLCs although the 
difference is not significant even at the 10 £er cent level except in 
1970. 
TABLE 5.1 
OBSERVED u VALUES IN THE MWW TWO SAMPLE TEST 
FOR TOTAL TRADE TO GOP RATIOS BETWEEN 
LLCs ANO NON-LLCs 
Year n 2 n l Observed u Level of 
(LLCs) (non-LLCs) (u=u~ Significance 
1970 8 5 9 0.064 
1971 8 5 12 0.142 
1972 8 3 8 0.248 
1973 8 3 8 0.248 
1974 8 3 6 0.139 
Source : Based on Appendix B Tables B.ll to B.13. 
5.2.2 Level of Governmental Barriers to Trade 
It was hypothesized in Chapter 4 that a LLC compared to an 
otherwise similar non-LLC will tend to have lower tariff and non-tariff 
barriers to imports and more government assistance to export industries. 
By the same token one can also expect to have negative correlation 
between the level of transport costs and the level of imp ort barriers 
and positive correlation between the former and export assistance. 
Since the information on non-tariff barriers to imports and the 
level of government assistance to exports are unavailable, no 
account of such barriers and assistance could be made. But it 
follows from the above hypotheses that trade tax revenue should 
be less for LLCs than non-LLCs, ceteris paribus. Thus the MWW two 
sample test is used to test this latter hypothesis, and t he results 
are presented in Table 5.2. 
They do not support the hypotheses suggested. Nor does 
there exist any negative correlation between the protection due to 
transport costs and those due to trade tax (Table 5.3) i on the 
contrary there is significant positive correlation between them. 
This may partly be because of the small sample size or because non-
tariff barriers to imports are not included, but is more likely a 
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result of the fact that the LLCs are relatively less developed than 
non-LLCs and so are more dependent on trade taxes as a source of govern-
ment revenue. A comparison of the tariff structure of Nepal with that of 
the non-Iand-Iocked countries of the Indian sub-continent (Table 5.4), 
however, shows that the former has relatively lower tariff barriers to 
imports than the latter although the discrepancies on averaging and 
in the year of comparison could not be avoided in this case either. 
5.2.3 Level of Transit Barriers to Trade with NNCs 
The coefficients of rank correlation using the cross-commodity 
data (as presented in Appendix B, Table B.7) of 13 developing LLCs 
for the year 1970 (or the latest year available) to test the hypothesis 
that a LLC will tend to trade more (less) in thos e goods whose transit 
costs are low (high ) relative to its price are presented in Table 5 . 5. 
In 70 percent of the cases the correlation coefficients are of the 
expected sign although their magnitude is not statistically significant 
in most cases. Imports had the hypothesized signs less often than 
exports. 
n 2 
Year 
(LLCs) 
Exports/ Total 
Imports Trade 
1970 4 5 
1971 4 5 
1972 5 6 
1973 5 6 
1974 5 5 
TABLE 5.2 
OBSERVED u VALUES IN THE MW\-'] THO SAMPLE TEST 
FOR TRADE TAX TO TRADE VALUE RATIOS 
BETWEEN LLCs AND NON-LLCs 
n 1 Observed u for: 
(non-LLCs) (u = u 2) 
Exports/ Total Imports Total Imports Trade Exports Trade 
3 5 4 5 11 
3 5 6 6 8 
3 5 6 5 10 
3 4 4 6 10 
3 3 8 6 7 
Source: Based on Appendix B Tables B.14 and B. 15 
Level of Significance for: 
Exports Total Imports 
Trade 
0.314 0.243 0.421 
0.571 0.571 0 . 210 
0.393 0.243 0.214 
0.196 0.443 0.381 
0.607 0.443 0.393 
TABLE 5.3 
AVERAGE NOMINAL RATES OF PROTECTION DUE TO TRANSPORT 
COSTS AND TRADE TAX IN SELECTED DEVELOPING LLCs: 1970 
(per cent) 
Country Transport Costs Trade Tax 
Bolivia 3.6 9.5 
Central African Republic 17 . 2 18.7 
Laos 17.5 23.2 
Lesotho 8.1 7.0 
Malawi 7.7 4.5 
Nepal 7.6 17.1 
Paraguay 9.5 18.5 
Rwanda 7 . 5 15.2 
Uganda 5 . 2 17.2 
Zambia 5 .3 3.5 
Coefficient of rank correlation between transport costs and 
and trade tax = 0.5636 (Significant at the 5 per cent level 
of probability). 
Source: Based on Table 5.10 and UN 1973,1977. 
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TABLE 5 . 4 
TARIFF STRUCTURES OF THE COUNTRIES IN THE INDIAN - SOB- CONTINENT 
SITC Section India Bangladesh Nepal Pakistan Sri Lanka (1968) (196 4 ) (1973) (1964) (1964 ) 
o Food and Live Animals 1 . 796 3.628 0 . 350 3.136 0.166 
1 Beverages and Tobacco 1.079 1.850 1 . 324 1.850 0.229 
2 Crude Materials, Inedible 0 . 912 1.233 0 . 040 3.016 2.355 
3 Mineral Fuels, Lubricants, etc. 0.505 1.070 0.126 1.070 0.300 
4 Animal and Vegetable Oils and Fats 0.800 1.060 0.062 1.060 0.166 
5 Chemicals 0.869 0.424 0.113 0.510 1.360 
6 Manufactured Goods Chiefly Classified 
by Raw Materials 1 . 103 0.484 0.258 1 . 053 0.695 
7 Machinery and Transport Equipment 0 . 788 2 . 411 0.181 1.168 0.463 
8 Miscellaneous Manufactured Goods 1 . 134 1 . 510 0.128 1.510 1.290 
Note : Figures for India, Bangladesh, Pakistan and Sri Lanka are the rates of implicit tariff by direct 
comparison of prices, i.e. (Domestic Price - World Price) 7 World Price, and the weights used 
for averaging rates for each SITC section are value added in world prices of commodities included 
in the relevant section. For Nepal it is the simple average ad valorem rate on goods from third 
countries. 
Source: Jayararnan 1975 
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TABLE 5 . 5 
COEFFICIENTS OF RANK CORRELATION BETWEEN THE PROPORTION 
OF TRANSIT COSTS IN THE VALUE OF NNT AND THE PROPORTION 
OF NNT IN THE VALUE OF TOTAL TRADE : THE CROSS COMMODITY 
+ CASE FOR SELECTED DEVELOPING LLCs , 1970 
Country 
n 
Afghanistan 1 
Central African 
Chad 
Laos 
Halawi 
Mali 
Niger 
2 Paraguay 
Rwanda 
Swaziland 
Uganda 
Upper Volta 
Zambia 
1 1968 
2 1969 
Republic 
+ Or the latest year available 
f n too small 
5 
5 
., 
5 
5 
5 
5 
7 
., 
6 
5 
., 
f 
Exports 
r 
(-) 0.4000 
(- ) 0.2000 
., 
(- ) 0.7000 
(-) 0.3000 
(- ) 0.6375 
(-) 0.7000 
(-) 0.7321 
., 
0 . 2572 
(- ) 0 .77 50 
f 
f 
* Significant at 5 per cent probability level 
Source: Based on Appendix B, Table B. 7 . 
Imports 
n r 
6 0.2000 
6 0.1429 
7 (-)0.3214 
6 (-)0 .6 286 
6 0.1571 
6 (-)0.1429 
5 0.2000 
* 6 0.0286 
6 (-)0.2571 
., f 
., f 
6 (-)0 . 0429 
6 (-)0.2429 
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For an alternative test of the aforementioned hypothesis, 
correlation coefficients were calculated for the cross-country samples 
of varying size using three different data sets for the value of 
exports, imports and total trade in 1970 and 1973. The results are 
presented in Table 5.6. Here also the coefficients are generally of 
the expected slgn and often statistically significant in the cases of 
exports and total trade, but for imports the signs are opposite to those 
hypothesised in many cases, especially in 1970. 
The weak results obtained in the case of exports may partly be 
because indirect transit costs such as those due to institutional 
transit barriers and also those due to damage or pilferage are not 
accounted but are more likely a result of the fact that the developing 
countries - both LLCs and their non-land-locked neighbours· because of the 
structure and level of their economies, tend to trade more with NNCs 
than with their neighbours (as discussed in Chapter 2). Foreign aid 
may be an additional factor ln influencing the results in the case of 
imports since, as discussed in Chapter 2, most of the sample LLCs are 
among the least developed of developing countries and hence are 
likely to be more dependent on foreign aid for their imports than other 
developing countries. Thus to check whether the results contrary to 
those hypothesized obtained in the case of imports were due to foreign 
aid, coefficients of rank correlation between 'Transit Costs' and the 
proportion of net loans and grants of the previous year (to allow for a 
1 year time lag) from the members of Development Assistance committee 
countries and multilateral agencies (so that the donors are non-
neighbour to the sample LLCs) in the value of imports - both total and 
from NNCs -in 1970 and 1973 was calculated, since a positive and stronger 
correlation between them is likely to result in a positive correlation 
Denominator 
TABLE 5 . 6 
COEFFICIENTS OF RANK CORRELATION BETWEEN THE PROPORTI ON OF TRP.NSIT COSTS 
IN THE VALUE OF NNT AND THE PROPORTION OF NNT IN THE VALUE OF TOTAL TRADE: 
THE CROSS-COUNTRY CASE FOR 1970 AND 1973 
n 1970 1973 
1970 197 3 Exports Imports Total Trade Export s Impor ts Total Trade 
**** (-) 0 . 0836 n.a. n.a. (- ) 0 . 1434 UN (1974,E/55 01) Report 18 17 (- ) 0.3787 0 . 4551 
1 5 15 (- ) 0 . 4214 0.1714 (- ) 0 . 2125 n.a. n . a. (- ) 0 . 3000 
**** 
13 13 (- ) 0.522 0 (-)0 . 0495 (-) 0.2610 n.a. n.a . (-) 0 . 406 1 
1 0 10 (-) 0 . 4424 0 . 0545 (- ) 0.2727 n. a . n . a . (- ) 0 . 3566 
9 9 (- ) 0 . 3583 0 . 0167 (- ) 0 . 2667 n.a. n.a. (-) 0.3917 
IMF 15 15 (- ) 0 .4 232 0.4375 (- ) 0.0054 (- ) 0.0754 0 . 3393 0 . 007 1 
**** 
13 1 3 (- ) 0.5 24 7 0.3324 (- ) 0 . 2912 (- ) 0 . 2170 0 . 2582 (- ) 0 . 2~18 
10 10 (- ) 0 .1697 0 . 2121 (-) 0 . 3455 ( -) 0.5212 (-) 0.0546 (-) 0 . 5679 
*** 9 9 (- ) 0 . 4500 0.1667 (-) 0 . 3333 ( -) 0.6667 (- ) 0 . 0167 (- ) 0 . 6667 
**** **** UN Year Book 13 10 (-) 0 . 4780 0 . 1484 ( -) 0.606 1 (- ) 0 . 5394 (-) 0 . 5394 (-) 0 . 8667 
**** *** **** 9 (- ) 0.6330 (-)0.1667 (-) 0 . 7417 ( -) 0.6167 (- ) 0.5000 (-) 0.8500 
~ Significant at 0 . 1 per cent probability l eve l. 
** Significant at 0 . 5 per cent probabil::y level. 
*** Significant at 2 . 5 per cent probabi~lty l evel . 
"*** Signi fican t at 5 . 0 per cent probabili t y level . 
Note: The countries included in the samples of size 18,15,13,10 and 9 for each of the three denominators used are , wherever 
applicable , those LLCs for which trade data are available respectively in the UN report, IMF, UN Year Book for 1970 
only, UN Year Book for 1973 only, and those for which these figures are available in all three sources for both yea~s 
1970 and 1973. All LLCs for which trade data are available in the UN Year Book are also available in the I~T and ~~e 
UN report (except for 1973 where only total trade is reported and Lesotho is excluded) and are accordingly lncluded in 
the respectlve sample , but not vice versa. Similarly between the I~W and the UN report. 
Source: 8ased on Table 3 .1 and Appendix B Table~ B. 4 , 8 . 5 , B. 6 and B. I O. 
**** 
*** 
* 
** 
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TABLE 5.7 
COEFFICIENTS OF RANK CORRELATION BETWEEN THE PROPORTION OF TRANSIT COSTS IN THE VALUE OF 
IMPORTS FROM NNCs AND THE PROPORTION OF FOREIGN AID IN THE VALUE OF TOTAL IMPORTS AND 
IMPORTS FROM NNCs 
n r 
Denominator 1970 1973 
1970 1973 Total Imports Imports from NNCs Total Imports Imports from NNCs 
* 
UN (1974,E/5501) Report 18 n.a. 0.6574 0.0795 n.a. n.a. 
** *** 15 15 0.6304 0.5667 n.a. n.a. 
**** *** 13 13 0.5220 0.5852 n.a. n.a. 
**** *** 1 0 10 0.6242 0.6727 n.a. n . a. 
9 9 0.1667 (-) 0.1667 n.a. n.a. 
* *** **** IMP 15 15 0.7232 0.6250 0.4696 0.264 3 
** *** * *** 13 13 0.6539 0.6209 0.6923 0.6154 
** * **** 10 10 0.7455 0.7576 0.4182 0 . 3697 
*** *** 9 9 0.6500 0.6667 0.5833 0 . 5333 
**** **** UN Year Book 13 10 0.5220 0.4918 0.5636 0.5394 
*** *** 9 9 0.5500 0.6667 0.4330 0.6000 
* Significant at the 0 . 5 per cent level of probability 
** Significant at the 1.0 per cent level of probability 
*** Significant at the 2.5 per cent level of probability 
**** Significant at the 5.0 per cent level of probability 
Note: See Note to Table 5.6. 
Source: Based on Table 3.1 and Appendix B Table B. to. 
-..J 
~ 
75 
between 'Transit Costs' and the proportion of imports from NNCs in the 
value of total imports. The results obtained (Table 5.7) support this 
reasoning to a large extent as there is a positive and in most cases 
cases a relatively stronger correlation between the porportion of 
transit costs in the value of imports from NNCs and the proportion of 
foreign aid in the value of both total imports and imports from NNCs, 
compared to the correlation between the former and the proportion of 
imports from NNCs in the value of total imports (see Table 5.6). This 
positive correlation implies that a LLC which has to bear a relatively 
higher proportion of transit costs in its imports from NNCs also tends 
to get .£>~oportionately more aid relative ·to the value of its imports 
from NNCs , thereby partly offsetting the adverse effect of transit 
costs . 
5.2.4 Transit Costs and Trade Diversification 
To test whether a LLC trade is less diversified than that 
of a non-LLC, the MWW two sample test was carried out in a sample 
(as presented in Appendix B Table B.16) of 9 developing LLCs (=n l ) 
and 10 developing non-LLCs (=n2 ) using the 1972 export diversification 
index published by UNCTAD (1976 - no index for diversification of 
imports lS available, nor is the export diversification index published 
for any other year). The results show that the LLCs tend to have less 
diversified exports than non-LLCs although the difference (u = u l = 40) 
is not statistically significant. 
5.2.5 Number of Transit Routes and NNT 
It was also hypothesized that a LLC, compared to an otherwise 
similar non-LLC, will tend to have proportionately lower NNT, specially 
if it has fewer TCs or transit routes. To test whether this is so, 
the rank correlation coefficients between the number of major transit 
routes and the percentage of NNT in the value of total trade was 
TABLE 5 . 8 
COEFFICIENTS OF RANK CORRELATION BETWEEN THE PROPORTION OF NNT IN THE VALUE 
OF TOTAL TRADE AND THE NUMBER OF MAJOR TRANSIT ROUTES 
Denominator n 1970 1973 1970 1973 Exports Imports Total Trade Exports Imports 
** * UN (1974,E/5501)Report 18 17 0.3891 0.4017 0.4458 n. a . n. a . 
15 15 0.4188 0 . 3170 0 . 4272 n. a . n.a. 
13 13 0.3166 0.2102 0.1841 n.a. n.a. 
* 10 10 0.5152 0 .5152 0.5636 n. a . n.a. 
* 9 9 0 . 5500 0 . 5083 0.6167 n.a. n.a. 
IMP 15 15 0.3357 0.1268 0 . 3965 0 . 2821 0.2250 
13 13 0 . 1813 0 . 0644 0 . 1978 0 . 2610 0 . 0962 
10 10 0 . 2303 0.1576 0.2970 0.2970 0 . 0788 
9 9 0 . 2750 0 . 2417 0 . 3500 0 . 3333 0 . 2833 
UN Year Book 13 10 0.0797 0.1566 0 . 0852 0.2424 0.0485 
9 9 0.0917 (-)0.1750 (-)0 . 2167 0 . 2917 0.0417 
* Significant at the 5 per· cent probability level 
** Significant at the 10 per cent probability level 
Note: See Note to Table 5.6 
Source: Based on Tables 2.2 to 2.5 and Appendix B Tables B.4 ,B.5 ,and B.6 
Total Trade 
0 . 3462 
0 . 3509 
* 0 . 4849 
0 . 2473 
0.5750 
0 . 2339 
0.1264 
0.3939 
0 . 4417 
0.1818 
0.2250 
-...J 
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calculated and the test result presented in Table 5.8. It 1S clear 
from the table that the correlation coefficients are of the expected 
Slgn in all cases excepting a sub-sample of 9 LLCs using the trade 
data from the UN Year Book although only in about 10 percent of the 
cases are they statistically significant. 
5 . 2 . 0 Proportion of Trade with NNCs 
To test whether a LLC tends to trade proportionately less 
wi th t-1NCs and hence proportionately more with neighbouring countries 
than an otr_2rwise similar non-LLC, the 11lj;n;...;r two sample test was carried 
out in a sample of 11 developing LLCs and 12 developing non-LLCs with 
broadly similar characteristics. The trade figures used are those 
presented in IMF (Appendix B, Tables B. 11 and B. 12 ) . The observed u (=u ) 1 
values for this test for exports, imports and total trade for five 
years from 1970 are presented in Table 5 . 9. The results show that the 
* 
** 
*** 
**** 
TABLE 5.9 
OBSERVED U VALUES IN THE 1'1WW TWO SAMPLE TEST 
FOR THE PROPORTION OF NNT IN THE VALUE OF TOTAL TRADE 
BETWEEN LLCs AND NON-LLCs 
n l (LLCs) = 11, n 2 (non-LLCs) = 12 
(u = u
l
) 
Year Exports Imports Total Trade 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
Significant 
Significant 
Significant 
Significant 
at 
at 
at 
at 
Source : Based 
**** *** **** 36 . 5 33.0 36.0 
** *** *** 26 . 0 32.0 29.5 
** *** ** 25.0 32 . 0 27.0 
**** ** *** 33.5 23 . 5 30.0 
* *** *** 17.0 30.5 28.5 
the 0.1 per cent prob~bility level 
the 1 per cent probability level 
the 2 . 5 per cent probability level 
the 5 per cent probability level 
on Appendix B Tables B.ll and B.12 
percentage of NNT throughout this period is significantly lower for 
LLCs than for non-LLCs, thus supporting the hypothesis that LLCs trade 
more with the neighbouring countries and less with NNCs than do other-
wise similar non-LLCs. 
5.2./Transit Costs on NNT and Transport Costs on Trade 
with TCs 
The proportion of transport costs in the value of trade with 
all neighbouring countries (both TCs and non-TCs) as presented in 
Table 5.10 have been used to test the hypothesis that transport costs 
on trade with TCs are proportionately higher than transit costs on 
NNT since separate figures on the former costs for TCs alone were not 
available. The test results presented in Table 5.11 show that the 
proportion of the latter is significantly lower than that of the former 
irrespective of which of the three denominators are used. This may 
be an additional factor behind the weak and even contrary (in case of 
imports) correlation coefficients obtained in Section 5.2.3 above. 
Also, as one would expect, the proportion of transit costs on NNT and 
that of transport costs on trade with neighbouring countries have a 
significant positive correlation. This positive correlation between 
the former and latter costs becomes particularly relevant to those 
LLCs which are smaller than their TC such as Nepal and Bhutan compared 
to India and China, Lesotho, Swaziland and Botswana compared to South 
Africa, etc. because under such situations they are likely to be prlce 
takers and hence also bear transport costs on trade with their 
neighbours. 
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TABLE 5.10 
TRANSPORT COSTS ON THE TRADE OF SELECTED LAND-LOCKED 
DEVELOPING COUNTRIES WITH THEIR NEIGHBOURS 
ESTIMATED FOR 1970 
Country 
Afghanistan 
Bolivia 
Botswana 
Central African Republic 
Chad 
Laos 
Lesotho 
Malawi 
Mali 
Nepal 
Niger 
Paraouay 
Rwanda 
Swaziland 
Uganda 
Upper Volta 
Zambia 
Total (Average) 
Total Transport 
Costs 
(million 
dollars) 
12.77 
2.19 
1.15 
0.67 
2.98 
5.94 
2.77 
0.58 
7.28 
5.04 
3.46 
3.67 
0.29 
1.59 
4.96 
5.98 
2.70 
64.02 
Transport Costs as % of the 
Value of Total Trade with 
Neighbouring Countries 
( a) (b) (c) 
10.9 15.4 16.1 
5.1 5.0 5.0 
4.8 n.a. n.a. 
23.1 23.1 22.3 
28.1 26.8 28.4 
22.0 58.8 22.9 
7.5 n.a. n.a. 
9.2 10.9 6.7 
28.0 27.9 27.9 
7.1 9.6 n.a. 
35.7 24.9 38.0 
16.8 11.3 10.8 
4.5 12.1 12.1 
2.4 n.a. n.a. 
5.5 5.4 95.4 
32.0 23.5 36.9 
5.1 4.9 6.1 
9.5 12.9 17.3 
Sources: Transport cost values are from UN (1974,E/5501) and value of 
trade are from three different sources' 
a. UN 1974,E/5501 report; 
b. IMF 1977; and 
c. UN Year Books. 
TABLE 5.11 
OBSERVED w VALUES FOR THE WILCOXON TEST FOR 
PAIRED OBSERVATIONSOF THE PROPORTION 
OF TRANSPORT COSTS IN THE VALUE OF TRADE WITH NEIGHBOURS 
AND THAT OF THE TRANSIT COSTS IN THE VALUE OF NNT AND THE 
COEFFICIENTS OF RANK CORRELATION BETWEEN THEM FOR 1970 
Denominator n w 
**** 
r 
UN 1974,E/5501 reports 17 23 0.7727 
**** 14 11 0.7802 
**** 13 9 0.7692 
***** 9 3 0.7333 
* IMF 14 0 0.9055 
* 13 0 0.9258 
* 9 0 0.9500 
* UN Year Book 13 0 0.5055 
* 9 0 0.1833 
** 
** 
*** 
***** 
** 
** 
** 
* In these cases transit costs on NNT were lower than transport 
costs on trade with the neighbouring countries for all LLCs 
in the sample. 
** Significant at the 0.05 per cent probability lev\'~ l 
*** Significant at the 1.5 per cent probability level 
**** Significant at the 1 per cent probability level 
***** Significant at the 2.5 cent probability level per 
Note: The countries included in the samples of size 17, 14, 13 and 
9 for each of the denominators used are, wherever applicable, 
those LLCs for which trade data are available respectively in 
the UN Report, IMF, the UN Year Book for 1970 only and those 
for which these figures are available in all three sources for 
both years 1970 and 1973 
Source: Based on Tables 3.1 and 5.10 
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CHAPTER 6 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
The LLCs , specially when compared to their coastal neighbours, 
are small, remote from the sea and in many cases have few exploitable 
mineral resources. The majority of them are not only part of the 
'third world ' , but are also among the recently identified 'hard-core 
least developed ' of the developing countries. But the small size of 
their domestic market , their poor natural resource base and even their 
locational disadvantage due to land-lockedness does not necessarily mean 
that they cannot develop economically. Indeed some of the richest 
countries in the world are the European LLCs. ~\That it does mean, though, 
is that in planning their development activities the developing 
LLCs have to take into account an additional constraint, i.e. their 
locational disadvantage. This constraint magnifies their development 
problems over and above those faced by otherwise similar non-LLCs. The 
severity of this constraint depends upon how much LLCs can rely on their 
TCS for access to the sea, and the transit costs involved. Since the 
developing LLCs, in contrast to their European counterparts, are 
heavily dependent upon NNT, any uncertainty in transit can cause serious 
problems in their development efforts . Hence the LLCs' concern for 
guaranteed access to the sea. 
While the available evidence lS only fragmenta.ry, it appears that 
the natural barriers to trade due to land-Iockedness are substantial, 
both absolutely and relative to the barriers due to the ocean shipping 
part of transport costs and to government imposed trade barriers in 
other countries . In particular, the limited information showed that the 
barriers due to transit costs are higher than those due to U.S. tariffs 
131 
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In most cases. In addition these barriers are often more than half 
as high as those due to ocean shipping costs (Table 3.2 p. 41 ). From 
this it lS evident that the LLCs, when compared to their TCS and the other 
countries adjoining them, face a substantially higher natural trade 
barrier. 
A theoretical analysis of the effects of this additional trade 
barrier on the trade and economic welfare of a LLC suggested that, 
compared to an otherwise similar non-LLC or a LLC with lower transit costs, 
it will tend to have, ceteris paribus, (a) a lower GNP; (b) a lower ratio of 
trade to GNP; (c) a lower level of tariff and non-tariff barriers to 
imports; (d) more governmental assistance to export industrie~ (e) more 
(less) trade In goods whose transit costs are low (high) relative to 
their price and whose domestic demand and/or supply curves are relatively 
inelastic (elastic); (f) more import-competing industries using exportable 
intermediate inputs; (g) less exportable industries using imported 
intermediate inputs; (h) a greater inflow of capital and outflow of 
labour; and (i) less trade with NNCs especially if it has few TCs or 
transit routes. It was also suggested that the effect of institutional 
transit barriers is tOincrease the transit costs over and above transport 
costs, hence re-enforcing the above . 
Not all the hypotheses suggested by the theoretical analysis could 
be teste~because of data unavailability. The hypotheses that were 
tested were based on small and varying sized samp les. In all tests 
non-parametric statistical methods were used. The test results showed 
that the LLCs tend to have lower trade/GNP ratios than non-LLCs although 
the difference was not statistically significant even at the 10 percent 
level except for 1970. No difference in tariff levels appeared to exist 
between LLCs and non-LLCs, although without including non-tariff barriers In 
the estimates of government trade restrictions it lS not possible to say 
whether the government-imposed barriers as a whole differed. As far 
as the relation between the magnitude of transit costs and the 
proportion of NNT is concerned, a negative and sometimes significant 
correlation was found between these two variables for exports both In 
cross commodity and cross country data , but a positive correlation showed 
up for import~contrary to a priori e xpectations. The importance of the 
foreign aid component of imports to LLCs is suggested as a possible 
explanation for this latter result . The availability of alternative 
transit routes showed a positive relationship with the proportion of 
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NNT in the value of total trade , but again it was statistically significant 
in a few cases only . It was also found that the LLCs have a 
significantly lower proportion than non- LLCs of NNT in the value of 
total trade . Transport cost on trade with the neighbouring countries 
were significantly higher than transit costs an NNT and both of them 
were significantly positively related. In the tests where alternative 
sources of trade data were used and variations in the sample size made, 
the test results did not vary substantially in most cases. 
The historical factors which led to the delineation of many LLCs 
as small buffer zones with poor natural resource bases (Chapter 2), 
the available estimates of the magnitude of transit costs for developing 
LLCs (Chapter 3), the theoretical analysis (Chapter 4) and the empirical 
support for those hypotheses for which available (if scanty and rather 
unnreliable) data enabled testing (Chapter 5), together underline the 
fact that developing LLCs have significantly greater obstacles to trade 
and hence trade-induced economic development (including infrastructural 
development financed by trade taxes) than otherwise similar non-LLCs. 
I t therefore follows that on global equity grounds these countries 
perhaps deserve a greater than average per capita share of foreign aid 
from high-income countries. 
R4 
Removal of institutional transit barriers and transit uncertainty 
would certainly help these countries , and international efforts in this 
direction should continue. Transit countries would be economically 
better off from allowing transit because their transport and steve-
doring industries would be greater than if there is no transit traffic. 
Therefore the reluctance of TCs to accept the UN convention on transit 
does not appear to be economically justified except where it allows 
illegal deflection of trade between LLCs and their TCs. In such cases, 
the joint policing of illegal trade lS an available option to both TCs 
and their land-locked counterparts, as the recent agreement between 
Nepal and India shows. Perhaps foreign aid could be sought for the 
specific purpose of developing transport and stevedoring infrastructure 
in TCs on the condition that the TCs give unrestricted access to the LLCs. 
More importantly, what are the policy implications of the above 
analysis for the LLCs themselves? Firstly , it follows that if LLCs 
want to gain as much from international specialization of production 
as other countries , they need to have fewer government-imposed barriers 
to both commodity trade and factor trade . In particular , they need ' 
fewer restrictions on foreign capital and highly-skilled labour inflows 
than other LDCs . Secondly, if the LLC governments are to plan industrial 
rlevelopment rather than leave it to the fr ee market, they should promote 
industries whose products ' have high value to volume/weight/fragility 
ratios and yet use intensively unskilled labour (the most abundant 
resour ce in most developing LLCs) . Particularly promising new possib-
ilities in this respect are openlng up with the recent explosion in 
international subcontracting, in which many low-skill, component-manuf-
acturing processes are being undertaken in developing countries and the 
components are then often airfreighted to assembly plants in more 
developed countries (Sharpston - 1975, 1976; Morrison 1976). 
ns 
In conclusion , perhaps it is worth making the obvious but 
important general ' point that the developing LLCs are simply developing 
countries with an additional barrier to trade and hence development; 
in planning their development they have to take into account the 
e x istence of an additional constraint due to their locational disadvantage. 
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APPENDIX A.I 
THE MANN-WHITNEY-WILCOXON TWO SAMPLE TEST 
This test is used to test the null hypothesis that the two 
non-normal populations are equal when only small independent samples 
are available . The procedure followed is presented below. 
Let n l and n 2 be the number of observations in the smaller 
and larger samples respectively. (In case the two samples are of the 
same size n l and n 2 may be assigned randomly.) The n l +n2 observations 
of the combined sample are then arranged In an ascending order and are 
substituted by a rank of 1, 2 , 3, ... , n l +n 2 . In the case of ties, 
the observations are replaced by the mean of the ranks that the 
observations would have if they were distinguishable. For example, 
if the lOth and 11th observations are of the same magnitude, then a 
rank of 10.5 (i.e. 10+1172) is assigned to each of them. 
The respective ranks of n l observations in the smaller 
sample , and of n 2 observations in the larger sample, are then added. 
Let their sums be wl and w2 respectively . The total wl
+w
2 
depends 
only on the number of observations and in no way is affected by the 
magnitude of observations: 
= 2 
Once wl has been determined, w2 can be calculated from the above 
formula as : 
[(n +n ) (n +n +1) 1 2 I 2 
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APPENDIX A. l cont. 
To test the null hypothesis , u values are first calcu-
lated uSlng the following formula : an example will help to illustrate 
the test . The lower of u l and u 2 (call it u) lS selected to test Ho 
against an appropriate Hl at a set level of significance using the 
available statistical tables (e.g. Walpole 1974, pp.3l6-320). 
Suppose 
= 2] 
= 2] 
n l = 8 (say 8 LLCs) and n 2 = 17 (17 non-LLCs); and 
H 
o 
= 5 and = 12 , then u = 5 . And suppose Ho and Hl are: 
there is no difference be twee n the me an values 
of this characteristic for LLCs and non-LLCs 
the mean values of this c haracteristic for LLCs 
is less than the mean values for non-LLCs. 
From the table (Walpole 1974, p.3l9), we find that the critical value 
of u at the 1 per cent significance level is 17. Thus one would 
reject Ho in favour of Hl . 
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APPENDIX A.2 
THE WILCOXON TEST FOR PAIRED OBSERVATIONS 
This test is used to test the hypothesis about the 
difference between the means of two populations, where the observations 
occur in pairs and the sample size is small . The procedure used is as 
follows . 
First, those observations for which the differences between 
the palr of observed values is zero are discarded and then the remaining 
differences are ranked, In ascending order starting from one, without 
regard to slgn. When the absolute value of two or more differences 
is the same , each of them is assigned an average of ranks that would 
have been assigned if the differences were distinguishable. Then the 
ranks corresponding to negative differences and positive differences 
dd d 1 1 b + . 1 are a e separate y. Let these tota sew and w respectlve y. 
+ If there lS no difference between two population means, then wand 
w would be equal. + The smaller (call it w) of wand w is selected 
to check the probability of obtaining by chance alone a value less 
than or equal to w if there is no difference between the two popula-
tion means . The statistical tables used in the present study were 
those presented in Walpole (1974, p.32l). The procedure becomes 
clearer if one considers the following example. 
Example: Suppose n 18 
H 
o 
there is no difference between the transit cost 
of imports and exports 
the transit costs of imports are higher than 
those of exports 
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APPEND IX A.2 con t . 
Now , subtract from the transit costs for imports the transit costs of 
exports (both expressed as a percentage of their price) . 
+ Let w = 45 and w = 25, the n w = 25. 
From the table (Walpole 1974, p.32l) at the 1 per cent probability level 
the value of w = 33 for n = 18. Therefore , H lS rejected in favour of 
o 
Hl at the 1 per cent significance level. 
APPENDIX A.3 
THE SPEARMAN RANK CORRELATION COEFFICIENT 
Spearman rank correlation coefficients are calculated to 
find out the relationship between two variables, the observations of 
which cannot be precisely quantified . The procedure used in their 
calculation is as follows . 
First , each of the observations in the pair 1S assigned 
a rank number starting from one. When two or more observations have 
the same value , each of them is assigned an average of the ranks that 
would have been assigned if the differences were distinguishable. 
Then , for each pair of observations, the difference (do) in the rank 
1 
is calculated and squared 2 (d 0 ). 
1 
The correlation coefficients are 
then calculated using the following formula : 
where 
r 
do 
1 
mo 
J 
r 1 -
2 6[L:(do ) + 
1 
3 
n -n 
coefficient of rank correlation (-1 ~ r ~ 1) 
square of the difference in the rank of ith pair of 
observations (i = 1, 2, n) 
mb f b oo 0 th 0 ( JO nu er 0 0 servat10ns 1n J t1e = 1, 2, 3 ... n) 
n = number of pa1rs of observations 
Whether the coefficients of correlation are significant 
or not 1S tested using the available statistical tables. 
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.L~D.r:. D.-L. 
AVAILABILITY AND IMPORTANCE OF ALTERNATIVE TRANSIT ROUTES TO VARIOUS LLCs 
B . l . l BOTSWANA 
Date Distance Means of 
country/Port Importance Established 
Route (KID) comments Transport 
South Africa 
Durban Major 1906 Gaborone-Mafeking - 1240 Rail Carries about 85 % of 
Johannesburg-Durban traffic. Also uses 
East London , Port 
Elizabeth, Cape Town 
Durban Minor Gaborone-Johannesburg- 1000 Road 
Durban 
Walvis Bay Potential Francistown-Gobabis- 1650 Rail Trans its Namibia 
Walvis Bay 
Mozambique 
Beira Secondary 1902 Francistown-Bulawayo- 1280 Rail 
Salisbury-Beira 
Loure nco Secondary 1955 Francistown - Bulawayo- 1270 Rail 
Marques Lourenco Marques 
Lourenco Secondary 1906 Gabo rone - Johannesburg- 1100 Rail 
Marques Lourenco Marques 
Lourenco Minor Gaborone-Pretoria- 930 Road 
Marques Lourenco Marques 
Tanzania 
Dar-es-Salaarn Projected 1975 Francistown-Kazungula- 3200 Road 
Kapiri Mposhi- I~ 
Dar-es-Salaarn l~ 
..::.... ~ 
0 lJ1 
Dar-es-Salaarn 1976 Francistown-Kazungula- 3100 Road-Rail Also Liboto route 
H 
x 
Kapiri -Mposhi- 3700 krn IJ::1 
Dar-es-Salaam I--' 
Source: Anglin lJ73 
B.l.2 LESOTHO 
country/Port Importance 
Date 
Established Route 
South Africa 
Durban Major 1906 Maseru-Bethlehern-Durban 
Durban Minor Maseru-Bethlehern-Durban 
East London Minor 1906 Maseru-Bloernfontein -
East London 
East London Minor Maseru-Wepener-
East London 
Port St Johns Potential Maseru-Port St Johns 
Source : Anglin , :::"973 
Distance Means of 
(Km) TransFOrt 
740 Rail 
610 Road 
750 Rail 
600 Road 
500 Road 
Cornrnen ts 
Outlet through Transkei 
~ 
tLJ 
tLJ 
t':j 
Z 
tJ 
H 
X 
to 
...... 
\.0 
:J'I 
B . l . 3 MALAWI 
country/Port Irn.fQrtance Date Established Route 
MJzarnbique 
Beira Major 1935 Blantyre - Nsanje - Beira 
Nacala Major 1970 Blantyre- Nkaya-Nacala 
Quelirnene Minor Blantyre - Mlanje -
Ouelirnene 
Tanzania 
Dar-es-Salaarn Minor Lilongwe - Tundurna-
Dar-es-Salaarn 
Dar-es-Salaarn Potential Lilongwe - Chipata-
Kapiri Mposhi - Mbeya -
Dar-es - Salaarn 
Mtwara Potential Lilongwe-Nkhata Bay-
Mkarnba Bay-Songea-
Mtwara 
South Africa 
Durban Secondary Blantyre-Tete-
Salisbury-Beitbridge-
Durban 
Source: Anglin 1973 
Distance Means of 
(KIn) Trans.fQrt 
650 Rail 
810 Rail 
390 Road 
1800 Road 
2400 Rail 
1430 Road 
2350 Road 
Corrunents 
Shortest route to 
central and northern 
Malawi 
Links with Tanzarn 
Railway; shorter if 
junction at Sore nje or 
Mpika 
Barge across Lake 
Malawi 
~ 
'"d 
tIl 
Z 
tJ \.D 
H -..J 
X 
tJj 
I--' 
Country/Port 
MJzambique 
Beira 
Beira 
Beira 
Lourenco 
Marques 
Lourenco 
Marques 
Nacala 
South Africa 
Durban 
Durban 
Durban 
Walvis Bay 
Importance 
Major 
Minor 
Major 
Major 
Minor 
Potential 
Secondary 
Secondary 
Potential 
Source : Anglin 1973 
B.l.4 RHODESIA 
Date 
Established Route 
1889 
1964 
1955 
1906 
1976 
Salisbury-Umtali-Beira 
Salisbury-Umtali-Beira 
Umtali-Beira 
Salisbury-Mal vernia-
Lourenco Marque s 
Salisbury-Beitbridge-
Lourenco Marques 
Salisbury-Shambu-Nacala-
Tete-Blantyre- cala 
Salisbury- Bulawayo-
Mafeking-Johannesburg-
Durban 
Salisbury-Beitbridge-
Durban 
Salisbury-Rutenga-
Beitbridge-Durban 
Salisbury-Plumtree-
Gobabis-Walvis Bay 
Distance Means of 
(Km) Transport 
600 Rail 
560 Road 
290 Pipeline 
1260 Rail 
1370 Road 
1500 Rail 
2350 Rail 
1730 Road 
2170 Rail 
2300 Rail 
Conunents 
Beira naval blockade 
Beira naval blockade 
Closed 
Also use East London, 
Port Elizabeth and 
Cape Town 
160 kIn rail gap; 
Rutenga - Beitbridge 
Transits Botswana and 
Namibia 
:::-
I"d 
I"d 
H 
Z 
tJ 
H 
:x: 
f-' 
Q 
::J 
Country/Port 
Mozambique 
Lourenco 
Marques 
Lourenco 
Marques 
Lourenco 
Marques 
South Africa 
Durban 
Durban 
Durban 
Richard ' s 
Bay 
Richard's 
Bay 
Importance 
Major 
Secondary 
Minor 
Major 
Minor 
Minor 
Potential 
Potential 
Source: Anglin 1973 
Date 
Established 
1964 
1939 
1964 
1928 
B . l . S SWAZILAND 
Route 
Kadake-Goba-
Lourenco Marques 
Havelock-Barberton-
Lourenco Marques 
Manzani-Nomahasha-
Lourenco Marques 
Manzani-Breyten-Durban 
Manzani-Mbabana-Golela-
Durban 
Golela-Durban 
Kadake -Lothair -Vryheid -
Ric hard ' s Bay 
Manzani - Golela-Richard ' s 
Bay 
Distance Means of 
(Krn) Transport comments 
300 Rail Main export route, 
(New port at DDbela in 1979) 
240 Cable-Rail Asbestos exports 
180 Road 
980 
S60 
Road-Rail Major import route 
390 
620 
410 
Road 
Rail 
Rail 
Rail 
Available in 1976 
~ 
t-cJ 
t-cJ 
tr:l 
Z 
tJ 
H 
>< 
::;J 
r--' 
w 
v 
Coun t ry/ Po r t 
Mozambiyue 
["I,. i 1 ,1 
l3ei ra 
Be ira 
Beiril 
I3r i r il 
Inure'nco 
Marques 
Lourenco 
Marques 
Nac"l " 
Nacala 
Nacala 
South Africa 
Durban 
w"lvis n"y 
Durban 
Angola 
Lob.lto 
Lobi to 
Mocamed s 
zaire 
Ma adi 
Banana 
Tanzania 
Importance 
Secondary 
M.lnor 
I'otenl.lal 
Potential 
Secondary 
Seconda ry 
Spcond,lry 
Potentia 1 
Potential 
Secondary 
I'rol'osod 
Secondary 
Major 
Po ential 
Potential 
S('condary 
Poten tial 
Dar-os-Salaam Major 
Dar-es-SalailJTl ~1.inor 
Dar - es-Salaarn Ninor 
Dar-es-S laarn ~lajor 
Mtwara 
MLwa ra 
Tanga 
Kenya 
Mombasil 
Minor 
1'0 ential 
Minor 
Minor 
Source: Anglin 1~7) 
Oilt. (' 
Estilblishrd 
1 'll!') 
J 9S4 
1915 
19"5 
1954 
1'l7n 
1909 
19Stl 
1931 
192rl 
1')7(, 
1956 
19G8 
100 
1\1)1>I';~JI)IX \\ . 1 
I'. J .r, ZIIMIIIII 
Route Oi ';tance ~l('ilns 0 f (KIn) Transport Comments 
N.!" 1.1-1\\11 dWdY"-
Sd J ishury-Il,' i r,l 
Ndo)a-rhi rundu-
Sa 1 i shu ry-f\C' 1 ra 
Lusaka -rh i [\.1 t ,1-Sa 1 i m,l/ 
IIdldkd-II,·lld 
Ndo 1 il-Lusakd-Zaw i-
Sa 1 ishu I-y -Ilr ira 
Ndo 1 il-K,l [ue-T('Le -1lC' i ra 
N<lo I ,1-111\ IdW"YO-
Lourenco Ma r<Jues 
Ndo la-Sa 1 isbu ry-
Be i tbr idge-Lou renco 
Marques 
Nil" 1 . 1-(' hi 1',11 .1 -Sol I i 11101 / 
n,ll dk,I-Ndl"" I ,1 
Nd01a-Kapiri Mposhi -
("h i 1'<1 ta -L i lonqwC' -Naca 1 a 
) I(,!) 
13'i() 
70"0 
1tl ')0 
165() 
23 30 
2160 
• ~ (l \ (l 
164() 
Nd01a-Kafue-Trte-["Ialantyre- 210() 
Naca 1a 
Nd01a-nu]<1wayo-MafC'king-
Durhan 
Nd() 1 d -I. i v i 1\ 'I'; to III' - Kd limo 
Mul , do - willvis Il,ly 
Nilo],l-Chirllnrlll-SnI isbury-
Uri Lbridq('-Ilurb.ln 
Ndol il-Lubumbash io-Lob i 10 
Ndola-rhinqola-Murimbungu-
Munll ss llc je -Lobi to 
IJusaka-/10ngu-Serra Pento-
Mocam<'dl'S 
Nrlola-Lu!Jumi><J';h i -1'0 rl 
Prancyui-Kinshasa-M.ltadi 
Ndola-Port ~rancqui­
Kinshasa-nanana 
Ndola-Kilpiri M]>oshi-
Tunduma-Dar-es-Sa1ailm 
Ndold-Kdl , iri MI'o':iIi-
KasilJTla-MuC'ya-lJ<l r-es-Sal .lam 
1130 
22')0 
2'i70 
217'; 
2300 
2200 
)()"O 
3200 
1940 
I 'J,)O 
NcloJ a-r.ubumba~;hi-.r Ib('rtvi l1r- 1200 
Kigoma-D<lr-rs-Salaam 
Nclola-Kapiri Mpo sh i-lbala -
~lI'andu-D'l r-,'s-Sa laam 
2500 
Nd01a-Tunduma-Dar-es-Salaam 1700 
Nclola-Kapiri Mloshi-
Tunduma-Songea-Mtwara 
NnoLl-K,ll'i, l ~ll'oshi -MboYil-
HlJ\IrHJ'1-~1t W,1' a 
22 )0 
2200 
Mdola-Kal'iri Mposhi-Tullrlll"," 20S() 
Kilos;' -Ta nqa 
Ndo1a-K<lpisi Ml'oshi-Tunduma- 2200 
Ki losa -Mombasa 
It I II 
Road-R'li I 
l<i1 i 1 
Ra i 1 
I~I i 1 
ROild 
H, '01<1 -I~.I i I 
Ra il 
Ra i 1 
Rail 
Rail 
Rail 
1 ilO() km ill cI i 'I'ct 1 IIIC' 
Grr"t r·:,,,;t Road s\l rfa r.rd 
III M.I!.1wl 10'.1, ·" 1'));' 
JSO km Lusaka-7,,)wi rail 
<Jap 
HYI\.ISSCS Rhoril'sia and 
Malawi 
1660 km to Beria 
IIlso to East London (J195 km) , 
Port Elizabeth (3535 km), 
Cape Town (3435 km) 
Livinqstone-SI'shl'kc road 1971, 
Crootfonlein-Kaljmo M 1 10 road 
under active consideration 
Transits Zaire 
Bypass('S zaire 
1I1ternative outlet: Tiger Bay 
H,lil-lIilrqr- 'Voi<' niltional,·' 
I<a i 1 
Rail 
Road 
Ila i I 
Project postponed 
Creat North Road, hard 
torped by 1974 
Tan"-,lm ra i lW,ly (1'117.111<11) 
Rail-Hilrqe ~mrrqC'ncy route, 1966-68 
Road-Rail 
Pil",line 
Road 
Ril i 1 
Road 
Road 
P.mergency rou 0, 1966-68 
Tanzania piprline 
1I1torndtivr roulo: rhinsa li-
rhi lumha-Mk,:lInba ndY 
10 1 
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TABLE B.2 
TRANSIT COSTS ON NON-NEIGHBOUR TRADE OF SELECTED LAND-LOCKED 
DEVELOPING COUNTRIES, ESTIMATED FOR 1970 AND 1973 
(In Million Dollars) 
1970 1973 
Country 
Imports Exports Total Imports Exports 
Afghanistan 3.50 2.48 5 . 99 9 . 3 3.2 
Bolivia 9.18 2.16 11.34 10.1 3.3 
Botswana 0.71 1.03 1.74 2.7 3.6 
Burundi 3.84 1.36 5.20 2.6 2.6 
Central African 5.18 2.87 8 . 05 9 . 9 4.5 Republic 
Chad 10.22 4 . 30 14.52 15.6 7 . 5 
Laos 11.85 0.29 12.14 8.3 0.2 
Lesotho 0.02 negl. 0.02 0 . 0 0.0 
Malawi 7.79 1.26 0.05 12.7 2.5 
Mali 5.24 3 . 08 8.32 11.5 3.0 
Nepal 0.97 0.44 1.41 1.2 0.4 
Niger 7.01 3.56 10.57 11.4 7.3 
Paraguay 2.70 4.71 7.41 4.5 9.6 
Rwanda 2.53 0 . 90 3.43 2.6 0 .9 
Swaziland 0.15 2 . 74 2 . 89 0.2 3.8 
Uganda 8 . 38 8.78 17.16 6.7 10.8 
Upper Volta 6.82 0.87 7 . 69 13.1 0 .9 
Zambia 34.18 37.53 71.71 45.9 37.7 
Source : UN Economic and Social Council 1974 . 
Total 
12.5 
13.4 
6.3 
5.2 
14.4 
23.1 
8.5 
0.0 
15.2 
14.5 
1.6 
18.7 
14.1 
3.5 
4.0 
17.5 
14.0 
83.6 
102 
APPENDIX B. 3 
TABLE B.3 
TOTAL AND AVERAGE CHANGE IN TRANSIT COSTS ON TRANSIT TRADE OF THE 
SELECTED LAND-LOCKED DEVELOPING COUNTRIES BETWEEN 1970 AND 1973 
(In Per Cent) 
Total Change Average Annual Change 
Country 
ImfXJrts Exports Total Imports Exports Total 
Afghanistan 165 . 7 2S.5 10S . 7 55.3 9.5 36.2 
Bolivia 10 . 0 52.S lS.2 3.3 17.6 6.1 
Botswana 280 . 3 250.0 262.1 93.4 83.2 87.4 
Burundi (-)32 . 3 91 . 2 0.0 (-)10.S 30.4 0.0 
Central African 91 . 1 56 . 8 18.9 Republic 78.9 30.4 26.3 
Chad 52.6 71.1 59.1 17.5 23.7 19.7 
Laos (-)30.0 31 . 0 (-)30.0 (-)9.4 10.0 (-)10.0 
Lesotho (-)100 . 0 (-)100.0 (-)100.0 (-)33.3 (-)33.3 (-)33.3 
Malawi 63.0 98.4 6S.0 21.0 32 . S 22.7 
Mali 119.5 (-)2.6 74.3 39.8 (-)0.9 24.8 
Nepal 23.7 (-)9.1 13.5 7.8 (-)3.0 4.5 
Niger 62 . 6 105 . 1 76.9 20.9 35.0 25.6 
Paraguay 66 . 7 103.8 90 . 3 22.2 34.6 30.1 
Rwanda 2 . 8 0.0 2 . 0 0 . 9 0.0 0.6 
Swaziland 33 . 3 38.7 34 . 4 11.1 12.9 12.9 
Uganda (-)20.0 23.0 2.0 (-)6.7 7.7 0.7 
Upper Volta 92.1 0.0 82.1 30.7 0.0 27.4 
Zambia 34.3 0.5 16 . 6 11.4 0.2 5.5 
Source: Based on Table B.2. 
TI\IILE 11. 4 
VI\LUE OF TOTI\L I\ND NON-N[ fQIBOIJR TRI\[)E OF S[LFTT[[) LIIND -LOCKED DI'VEI.OrTN(~ COUNTRIES: 
----------- ---.-- .---- -- ------ -- ---- ----_._- --- --------"--
Count ry 
I\fghanistan 
Bolivia 
l30tswilna 
Burundi 
Central I\fdcan 
Republic 
Chad 
Laos 
L sotho 
Malawi 
Mil1i 
Nepal 
Niger 
Paraguay 
Rwanda 
Swaziland 
Exports 
85 . 7 
226.5 
12 . 9 
23 . 6 
30.6 
24 .7 
7.2 
5 . 2 
48.4 
35.5 
44.0 
11 . G 
64 . 0 
24 . 5 
70.0 
Uganda 277.3 
Upper Volta 18.2 
Zambia 994 . 5 
Total (I\verage) 2024.6 
Total Trade 
ImlXJrts 
75 . 4 
158.5 
31.3 
22.4 
31.6 
5'>.7 
11 3.9 
32 . 1 
85 . 6 
47.0 
58 .4 
64.0 
29 .1 
59.4 
173.6 
46.7 
477.0 
1606.4 
UN EST1Ml1T[ rGR 1970 I\ND 197) 
Total 
161 . 1 
385.0 
44.2 
4 6.0 
62.2 
80.11 
121.1 
37.3 
134.0 
flO.3 
I) 1.0 
90.0 
128.0 
')3.6 
129.4 
450 . 9 
64 . 9 
1471.5 
3631.0 
( 1 n ~1 i I I i () II \lol1.,, !: ) 
1970 
ExrXHts 
20 .2 (23.6) 
212.5 (93.8) 
10.6 (82.2) 
21.2 (89.8) 
28 . 8 (94 . 1) 
22.6 (')1 . 5) 
5.2 (72.~) 
0 .1 (1.9) 
46.1 (95.3) 
9.9 (22.5) 
23.(1 (74.')) 
54 . 0 (84.4) 
22.1 (90.2) 
57.5 (82.1) 
237.8 (85.8) 
9 . 5 (52.2) 
981.6 (98.7) 
1779.8 (87.9) 
Non-Neighbour Trade 
Imports 
23 . 8 (31.6) 
129.7 (81.8) 
9. 4 (10.0) 
19.3 (86.2) 
30 . 5 (%.7) 
47.2 (84.7) 
88 . 9 (7!3.1) 
0.3 (0.9) 
81.6 (95.3) 
17.4 (Hl.5) 
1 0 . 2 (21.7) 
s (, . 7 ( C) 7 . 1 ) 
52.2 (81.6) 
25.0 (85.9) 
5 . 7 (9.6) 
122.7 (70 . 7) 
36.7 (78 . 6) 
437 . 4 (91.7) 
1214.7 (75.6) 
Total 
44 . 0 (27.3) 
342.2 (88 . 9) 
20 . 0 (11 'i. 3) 
40.5 (88.0) 
59 . 3 (95.4) 
6') . 8 (116.9) 
94.1 (77.7) 
0.4 (1.1) 
127.7 (95.3) 
20.1 (22.1) 
RO . 3 (8').2) 
106 . 2 (83.0) 
47.1 (87.9) 
63 . 2 (48.8) 
360.5 (80.0) 
46.2 (71.2) 
1419.0 (96.4) 
2994 . 5 (82 . 'i) 
Total 
Trilde 
310.0 
525.0 
1(,5.0 
52 . 0 
108.0 
128.0 
85.0 
45.0 
237.0 
131.0 
')5 . 0 
235.0 
55.0 
178.0 
480.0 
108.0 
1640 . 0 
4739.0 
1 () ~ 
197] 
Non-Ne ighbour 
Trilde 
8') . 3 (28.8) 
446.7 (85.1) 
73.3 (44.4) 
45.6 (87.7) 
1()O.7 (93.2) 
111.1 (86 . 8) 
65.9 (77 . 5) 
nC'CJligiblc 
226 . 9 (')5.7) 
,)H . h (711.2) 
20 . fJ (21.9) 
14 () .(, (117. ')) 
1')5.8 (83 . 3) 
48.6 (88.4) 
88.9 (49.9) 
188 .9 (111.0) 
80 .0 (74.1) 
1577.4 (%.2) 
3804 . 0 (80.3) 
No e: Figures within parentheses indi ca te he value of non-neighbour trade as a [~rcentage of the value of total trade. 
Source : UN 1974 , [/5501, Annex Table 1. 
countr-y 
Afghanistan 
SOli v ~a 
Bur-undi 
Central Afr-ican 
Republic 
Chad 
Laos 
Malaw~ 
Mal~ 
Nepal 
N~ger-
paraguay 
Rwanda 
Total Tr-ade 
Expor-ts Impor-ts 
84.6 
22B.3 
14.3 
32.7 
29.7 
3.5 
59 . 2 
35 . 5 
~O.7 
31. 7 
64 .1 
109.5 
158.5 
22.3 
33.1 
65 . 0 
54.8 
9 4. 2 
44.8 
52 . 9 
58.3 
63 . 8 
28.9 
171. 9 
47.1 
TABLE BOoS 
VALUE OF TOTAL ;;ND NON-NEIGHBOUR TRADE OF SELECTED LAND-LOCKED DEVELOPING COUNTRIES: 
ESTIMATION BASED ON U1F DATA FOR 1970 AND 1973 
(In ~1i11 ion 00l1ar-s) 
1970 
No~-Neighbour Tr-ade 
Total Expor-ts Impor-ts 
Total 
194.1 45.5 (53 . 7) 66.0 (60 . 2) 111.4 (57 . 4) 
386.8 208.1 (91.2) 135.2 (85.3) 343 . 3 (88.7) 
36.6 12 . 5 (87 .4) 20.8 (93.3) 33.3 (91 . 0 ) 
65.8 30 . 9 (94 . 3) 32.0 (96.8) 62 . 9 (95.6) 
94. 7 27.3 (91.9) 56.3 (86.6) 83.6 (88.3) 
58.3 2 . 5 (71.9) 45.7 (83 .4) 48 . 2 (82.7) 
153.4 
80 . 3 
73 . 6 
90 . 0 
57 . 2 (96 . 7) 
16.9 (47.9) 
7.8 (37 . 7) 
90 . 9 (96 . 5) 148.1 (96.6) 
37.3 (83.ll 
13 . 4 (25.3) 
54 . 2 (67.5) 
~1.2 (28.8) 
22.6 (71.3) 53.5 (91.7) 76.1 (84.5) 
45.4 (70.9) 49.9 (78.2) 95 . 3 (74.6) 
24 . 0 (97.2) 27.2 (9·Lll 5 1.2 (95.5) 
238 . 6 (85.5) 121.0 (70.4) 359.6 (79.7) 
Total Tr-ade 
Exports Impor-ts 
147.5 
338.3 
29 . 8 
37.6 
39 . 5 
5.1 
99 . 4 
52 . 3 
26.5 
61.6 
178. 0 
229.4 
31. 2 
51. 8 
84 . 3 
56.4 
143 . 1 
126 . 3 
64.9 
86.3 
105.8 
34 . 0 
162.5 
77 . 4 
Total 
325 . 5 
567.7 
61.0 
89.4 
123.8 
61. 5 
242.5 
178 . 6 
91. 4 
14 7 .9 
23.7 
67 . 1 
472.9 
102 . 6 
1973 
Non-:Je ighbour- Trade 
Expor-ts Impor-ts Total 
93.0 (63.0) 117 . 4 (66. 0) 210.4 (64 . 6) 
238 . 5 (70 . 5) 172 . 7 (75.3) 411.2 (72 . 4) 
29.0 (97.3) 29.7 (95.2) 58 . 7 (96.2) 
36 . 4 (96.9) 50 . 4 (97 . 2) 86.8 (97.1) 
32.0 (80 . 9) 70 . 1 (83.1) 102 . 1 (82.4) 
1.8 (34 . 8) 29.6 (52.6) 31.4 (51.2) 
90.6 (91.2) 132 . 6 (92.6) 223 . 2 (92.0) 
32.8 (62 . 6) 101.6 (8 0 .5) 134.4 (75 . 3) 
12. 0 (45.3 ) 
41.5 (67 . ~) 
107.7 (84.8) 
31.5 (95 . 2) 
287 . 7 (92.-) 
12. 0 (47 . 8) 
23.7 (36.5) 35.7 (39.1) 
76.8 (89.0) 118.3 (80 . 0) 
61.9 (59.1) 169.6 (73.2) 
31.0 (91.ll 62 . 5 (93 . 1) 
96.3 (59.2) 384.0 (81.2) 
59 . 4 (76.7) 71.4 (69.7) 
12 7.9 
53 . 6 
451.1 
65.9 9.4 (50.0) 37 . 1 (78.8) 46.5 (70 . 5) 
12 6 .9 
33.1 
310.4 
25.2 
1136.4 
53 0 .9 1667.3 1119.9 (98.6 ) 503 . 2 (94.8) 1623.1 (97.4) 
uganda 
Upper- Volta 
Zamb~a 
24 . 7 
279.2 
18.8 
1001. 0 477.0 1478.0 
992 . 5 (99.2) 430.8 (70 . 3) 1423.3 (96.3) 
2469.6 
1962.3 4431.9 2166.4 (87.-) 1556.4 (79.3) 3722.8 (84.0) 
Total (Aver-age) 1928.0 
1482.1 3410 .1 1741.1 (90 . 3) 1217.1 (82 .1) 2958.2 (86.7) 
Note: F~gur-es w~t hLn par-entheses indicate the value of non-neighbour tr-ade as a per-cen tage of the value of total tr-ade. 
Sour-ceo IMF 1977 
:J::I 
'""d 
f-Ij 
t1 
Z 
tJ 
H 
>.: 
tJJ 
U1 
f--' 
::) 
.;::,. 
TABLE B.6 
VALUE OF TOTAL ;u'JD NON-t,EIGHBOUR TR.;I,DE OF SELECTED LAND-LOC!<.ED DEVELOPING COUNTRIES : 
ESTHlATION S.'\SED Oel THE UN YEARBOOK DATA FOR 1970 AND 1973 
Country 
Afghan~stan 
Bo1~v~a 
Burund~ 
Central Afrl.can 
Republ ic 
Chad 
Laos 
Malaw~ 
I-lali 
N~ger 
Paraguay 
Rwanda 
Uganda 
Upper Vol ta 
Zamb1.3 
Total Trade 
EXFOrts Imports 
84.6 
228.3 
n . a. 
30 . 6 
24.7 
7.2 
59 . 2 
35.5 
31.6 
62.9 
24.5 
109.5 
158.5 
n.a . 
31.6 
35.7 
113.9 
85 . 6 
44.8 
58.4 
63.8 
29 . 1. 
121.1 
46.7 
Total 
194.1 
386 . 8 
n.a . 
62 . 2 
80 . 4 
121 .1 
144.8 
80.3 
90 . 0 
126.7 
53 . 6 
367 . 3 
64.9 
246 . 2 
18.2 
994.5 477 . 0 1471.5 
(In ~!i11~on Dollars) 
1970 
Non-Neighbour Trade 
Exports Imports Total 
45.4 (53.7) 69 . 3 (63 . 2) 114.7 (59 .1) 
208.1 (91.2) 135.2 (85 . 3) 343.3 (88 . 8) 
n . a. n . a . n.a. 
28 . 7 (93 . 9) 30 . 5 (96 . 6) 59 . 2 (95 . 3) 
22.7 (91.7) 
5.2 (71.5) 
54.6 (92.2) 
16.9 (47.6) 
23.3 (73 . 9) 
42 . 8 (68 . 0) 
23 . 8 (97.2) 
47.2 (84 . 7) 69.9 (86.9) 
90 . 0 (79 . 1) 95 . 2 (78.6) 
81.5 (95.3) 136.1 (94.0) 
3;.3 (83 . 3) 
56.8 (97.3) 
49. (78 . ::' ) 
27.4 04 . 0) 
54.2 (67 . 5) 
80 .1 (89 . 0) 
92 . 7 (73 . 2) 
51.2 (95 . 5) 
241.0 (97 . 9) 121.1(1 00 . 0) 362 .1 (98.6) 
9 . 5 (52 . 1) 39 . 2 (84.0) 48.7 (77.ll 
Total Trade 
EXFOrt3 ImFOrts 
n.a. 
n.a . 
30.0 
n . a . 
38 . 2 
5. 1 
85 . 0 
n.a. 
62 . 8 
126.9 
30 . 5 
299.3 
25.4 
n.a. 
n.a. 
31.2 
n . a . 
82 .4 
54 . 7 
141. 3 
n.a. 
86 . 8 
10 4 . 8 
30.8 
97:6 
98.0 
989 . 8 (99.5) 437.3 (91.7) 142 7 .1 (96.9) 1136.2 532.0 
Total (Average) 1848.0 1395 . 7 3243.7 7711.8 (92.6) 1222.7 (87 . 6) 2934 . 5 (90 . 5) 1839.4 12 59 . 6 
Total 
n.a. 
n. a. 
6 1. 2 
n.a. 
12 0 . 6 
59 . 8 
226.3 
n . a. 
14 9 . 6 
23 1 . 7 
61.3 
396.9 
123.4 
1973 
~n-Neighbour Trade 
Exports Impor~s Total 
n.a. n.a. n.a. 
n.a. n . a . n.a. 
29 . 3 (97.5) 30 . 1 (96.5) 59 .~ (97.0) 
n.a. n.a. n.a. 
33.8 (88 . 6 ) 68.1 (82 . 7) 101. (84.6) 
1. 8 (3 ·L 8 ) 23 . 8 (43 . 5) 25.6 (42.8) 
80 .7 (95.0) 131.7 (93 . 2) 21 2.4 (93 . 9) 
n.a. 
44 .1 (70 .4) 
11 0.7 (87.2) 
27 . 3 (89.5) 
290.9 (97 . 2) 
12.3 (48.3) 
n.a. n.a . 
78.2 (90 . 1) 1 22 . 3 (8 1. 8) 
77.3 (7 4. 0) 188 . J (81.2) 
28.0 (91.0) 55.3 (89.9) 
97 . 5 (99.9) 388 .4 (97.9) 
78 . 7 (80 .3) 91. J (73 . 7) 
1668.2 112 3 .1 (98.8) 512 . 0 (96 . 2) 1635.1 (98 . 0) 
3099.0 1754.0 (95 .4) 1125.4 (89.3) 2879.4 (92.1) 
Note: Fl.gures wl.thl.n ~arentheses ~ndicate the value of non-ne1ghbour trade as percentage of the value of total trade . 
Source: UN 1976 vol . I . 
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APPENDIX B.7 
TABLE B.7 
COUNTRYWISE PROFILES OF TRADE STRUCTURE AND TRANSIT COSTS 
ON NON-NEIGHBOUR TRADE OF SELECTED LAND - LOCKED DEVELOPING COUNTRIES 
FOR 1970 OR THE LATEST YEAR AVAILABLE 
General Notes: 
(1) Figures within parentheses before the commodity mentioned refer 
to the SITC code numbers wherever applicable. 
(2) Figures within parentheses under the column numbers (2) and (3) 
refer to the percentage share of the commodity concerned in the 
value of total exports/imports. 
(3 ) In the case of a country for which the table refers to a year 
other than 1970, the total figures for the year 1970 are also 
presented in the appropriate column wherever available. 
(4) Figures wi th an asterisk (*) refer to the UN estimate(s) based 
on incomplete information. 
(5) The trade values are given to two decimal places for countries 
which had in 1970 an external trade (total) smaller than 100 
million dollars and/or either exports or imports worth less 
than 10 million dollars. In other cases , it is to one decimal 
place. 
(6) All values are In million US dollars. 
(7) The column totals may not necessarily b e equal to the sum of 
individual components because of the rounding to the decimal 
places mentioned above . 
Source: UN Economic and Social Council 1974, Annex, Table II . 
lOG 
Commodity 
(1) 
Exports 
(051) Fresh fruit , 
nuts 
(052 ) Dried fruit 
(212 ) Fur skins , 
undressed 
(263 ) cotton 
(341) Natural gas 
(657) Carpets 
Other Exports 
Total Exports (1968 ) 
Total Exports (1970) 
Imports 
(074) Tea 
(33) Petrolewn 
products 
(65 ) Textile yarn 
(931) Special 
transactions 
Other Imports 
10 7 
APPENDIX B.7 
TABLE B.7.1 
AFGHANISTAN (1968)* 
Value of Trade Flow (3) as Transit Costs (5) as 
Total With NNC 
(2) (3) 
19.0 4 .8 
(22.2) (17.5) 
13.0 0 . 7 
(15.2) (2.5) 
10.2 10 . 2 
(11.9) (37.1) 
7.0 1.4 
(8 . 2) (5.1) 
10.8 0.0 
(12.6) (0.0) 
5.4 5.4 
(6. 3) (19.6) 
20 . 2 5.0 
(23.6) (18.2) 
85.6 27.5 
(100.0) (100.0) 
85.7 20.2 
5.7 0.3 
(7 . 6) (0.9) 
3.8 0 . 3 
(5.0) (0. 9) 
8.4 6.0 
(11.0) (17 . 2) 
33.5 14 . 4 
(44.6) (41.4) 
23.9 13.8 
(31.7) (39.6) 
% of 
(2 ) 
(4 ) 
25 . 2 
5 . 2 
100.0 
19.7 
0.0 
100 . 0 
24.7 
32.1 
23.6 
5.6 
7.9 
70 . 9 
42.7 
57.6 
on Trade 
With NNC 
(5 ) 
1.44 
0.07 
0.02 
0.17 
0.00 
0.04 
0.75 
2.49 
2.49 
0 . 01 
0.08 
0.60 
1.43 
1.38 
% of 
(3 ) 
(6 ) 
30.0 
10.0 
0.2 
12.0 
0.8 
15.0 
9.1 
12.3 
2.5 
25.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
continued 
TABLE B.7.1 cont. 
Commodity 
(1 ) 
Total ImfOrts 
(1968 ) 
Total Imports 
(1970) 
Total Trade (1968 ) 
Total Trade (1970) 
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Value of Trade Flow (3) as Transit Costs (5) as 
Total with NNC 
(2) (3) 
75.4 34.8 
(100.0) (100.0) 
75.4 23.8 
161.0 62.3 
161.1 44.0 
% of 
( 2 ) 
(4 ) 
46.2 
31.6 
38.8 
27.3 
on Trade 
With NNC 
(5) 
3.50 
3.50 
5.99 
5.99 
% of 
(3 ) 
(6 ) 
10.1 
14.7 
9.6 
13.6 
lO<) 
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TABLE B.7 . 2 
BOLIVIA (1969)* 
Value of Trade Flow (3 ) as Transit Costs (5) as 
Commodity % of on Trade % of 
Total with NNC (2 ) With NNC (3 ) 
(1 ) (2 ) ( 3 ) (4 ) (5 ) (6) 
Exports 
(283 ) Tin ore , 118.0 118.0 100.0 0.42 0.36 
concentrates (52.1) (62.9) 
(331) Crude petroleum 26.5 0 . 0 0 . 0 
(11 . 7) 
Other Exports 82.0 69.7 85 . 0 1.74 2.5 
(36.2) (37.1) 
Total Exports (1969) 226.5 187 . 7 82.9 2.16 1.2 (100 . 0) (100.0) 
Total Exports (1970) 226.5 212.5 93.8 2.16 1.0 
Imports 
(04) Cereals and 12.2 6 . 1 50.0 0.43 7.6 
preparations 
(73) Transport 12.2 12 . 2 100.0 0.82 6.7 
equipment (7 .7) (9 . 2) 
Other Imports 134.1 114.0 85.0 7.93 7.0 
(84.6) (86 . 2) 
Total Imports (1969) 158.5 132.3 83 . 5 9.18 6.9 (100.0) (100.0) 
Total Imports (1970) 158.5 129.7 81.8 9 . 18 7.0 
Total Trade (1969) 385.0 320 . 0 83.1 11.34 3 .5 
Total Trade (1970) 385 . 0 342 . 2 88 . 9 11.34 3.3 
Commodity 
(1 ) 
Exports 
(011) Cattle 
carcasses 
(211 ) Hides and 
skins 
Other Exports 
Total Exports 
Imports 
(044) Maize 
( 045 ) Maize meal 
(842 ) Clothing 
Other Imports 
Total Imports 
Total Trade 
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TABLE B.7 . 3 
BOTSWANA (1970)* 
Value of Trade Flow (3) as Transit Costs (5) as 
Total With NNe 
(2) (3) 
5.39 5 . 39 
(41.8) (31 . 0) 
2 . 34 2 . 34 
(18.2) (22 . 2) 
5 . 15 2 . 83 
(40 . 0) (26 . 8) 
12.89 10 . 56 
(100.0) (100 . 0) 
2 . 29 0 . 23 
(7 . 3) (2 . 4) 
2 . 32 0 . 12 
(7 .4) (1.3) 
1 . 45 0 . 29 
(4.6) (3 . 1) 
25.21 8 . 82 
(80.7) (93.2) 
31.27 9.44 
(1 00 .0) (100.0) 
44 . 16 20.00 
% of 
(2 ) 
(4 ) 
100.0 
100.0 
55.0 
81 . 9 
10 . 0 
5.0 
20.0 
35.0 
30.2 
45.3 
on Trade 
With NNC 
(5 ) 
0.30 
0.16 
0.57 
1.03 
0.02 
0 . 01 
0 . 02 
0 . 66 
0.71 
1.74 
% of 
(3) 
(6 ) 
5.5 
7.0 
20.0 
9.8 
10.0 
7.5 
7.5 
7.5 
7.5 
8.7 
Commodity 
(1 ) 
Exports 
( 071) Coffee 
(24) Wood, lumber 
and cork 
(263 ) Cotton 
(667) Pearls, 
precious and 
. . 
seml - prec lOUS 
stones 
Other Exports 
Total Exports 
Imports 
(65 ) Textile yarn 
( 69) Metal 
manufactures 
(71 ) Machinery, 
non - electric 
(72) Electrical 
machinery 
(73) Transport 
equipment 
Other Imports 
Total Imports 
Total Trade 
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TABLE B.7.4 
CENTRAL AFRICAN REPUBLIC (1970) 
Value of Trade Flow (3) as Transit Costs (5) as 
Total with NNC 
(2) (3) 
6.71 6.71 
(21.9) (23.3) 
1.85 1.29 
(6.0) (4. 5) 
6 . 64 6.64 
(21.7) (23.1) 
12.44 12.44 
(40.7) (43.2) 
2.94 1.68 
(9. 7) (5.9) 
30.58 28.78 
(100.0) (100.0) 
3.51 3.51 
(11.1 ) (11.5) 
1.58 1.58 
(5.0) '(5.2) 
4.57 4.57 
(14.5) (15.0) 
2.38 2.38 
(7 . 5) (7 .8) 
4.39 4.39 
(13.9) (14.4) 
15.19 14.11 
(48.0) (46.1) 
31.62 30.54 
(1 00 .0) (100.0) 
62.2 59.32 
% of 
(2) 
(4 ) 
100.0 
69.8 
100.0 
100.0 
57.1 
94.1 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
92.9 
96.6 
95 .4 
on Trade 
With NNC 
(5 ) 
0.17 
0.30 
1.86 
0.12 
0.42 
2.87 
0.18 
0.20 
1.34 
0.69 
1.29 
2.82 
6 .52 
9 . 39 
% of 
( 3 ) 
(6 ) 
2.5 
23.5 
28.0 
1.0 
25.0 
10.0 
5.0 
12.5 
29.3 
29.3 
29.3 
20.0 
21.3 
15.8 
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TABLE B.7.5 
CHAD (197 0 ) 
Value of Trade Flow (3) as Transit Costs (5) as 
Commodity 
Total With NNC 
(1 ) ( 2 ) ( 3 ) 
Exports 
(263) Cotton 17.08 17.08 
(69.1) (75.7) 
(011 ) Meat - fresh, 4.90 4.74 
chilled, frozen (19.8) (21.0) 
Other EXfDrts 2.73 0.74 
(11.1) (3.3) 
Total Exports 24.71 22.56 (100.0) (100.0) 
Imports 
(33) Pe troleum 8.58 4.26 
products (15.4) (9.0) 
(73) Transport 5.62 5 .42 
equipment (10.1) (11 . 5) 
(65) Te xtile yarn, 3.92 3 .92 
fabric (7 . 0) (8.3) 
(71 ) Machinery , 4.14 4.14 
non-electric (7.4) (8.8) 
(72) El ectrica l 3 .1 9 3 .19 
machinery (5.7) (6.8) 
(06) Sugar and 4.60 4.60 
preparations (8.3) (9.7) 
Other Imports 25.67 21 . 67 
(46.1) (45.9) 
Total Imports 55 .7 2 47 .1 9 (100.0) (100 . 0) 
Total Trade 80 .4 3 69 . 75 
% of 
(2 ) 
(4 ) 
100.0 
96.8 
27.2 
91.3 
49.6 
96.5 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
1 00 . 0 
84.4 
84 . 7 
86.7 
on Trade 
With NNC 
(5 ) 
1.71 
2.37 
0.22 
4.30 
1.06 
0.33 
0.16 
0 .25 
0.19 
1.73 
6.50 
10.22 
14.52 
% of 
( 3 ) 
(6 ) 
10.0 
50.0 
30 .0 
19.1 
25.0 
6.0 
4.0 
6.0 
6.0 
37.5 
30 . 0 
21.7 
20 . 8 
Commodity 
(1) 
EXfX)rts 
( 071) Coffee 
(243 ) Wood, shaped 
(283 ) Tin, ores, 
concentrates 
( 71) Machinery, 
non-electric 
Other EXfX)rts 
Total EXfX)rts 
ImfX)rts 
( 332) Petroleum 
products 
(661.2) Cement 
(71 ) Machinery, 
non-electric 
(72) Electrical , 
machinery 
(73) Transport 
equipment 
Other Imports 
Total ImfX)rts 
Total Trade 
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TABLE B.7.6 
LAOS (1970) 
Value of Trade Flow (3) as Transit Costs (5) as 
Total With NNC 
(2) (3) 
0.37 0.37 
(5.5) (7 . 7) 
1.66 0.06 
(24.5) (1.3) 
2.57 2.57 
(38.0) (53.5) 
1.72 1.72 
(25.4) (35.8) 
0.45 0.08 
(6.6) (1.7) 
7.19 5.22 
(100.0) (100.0) 
25.69 24 .4 3 
(22.6) (27.5) 
5.71 0.01 
(5.0) negligible 
6.49 6.33 
(6.0) (7 .1) 
5.48 5.23 
(4.8) (5.9) 
9.13 0.13 
(8. 0) (10.3) 
53 . 87 43.8 
(53.6) (49.2) 
113.87 88 . 93 
(100.0) (100.0) 
120.64 94.15 
% of 
(2) 
(4 ) 
100.0 
3.4 
100.0 
100.0 
18.7 
72.6 
95.1 
0 .1 
97 . 5 
95.5 
100.0 
71.3 
78.1 
77.7 
on Trade 
With NNC 
(5) 
0.02 
0.02 
0.03 
0.17 
0.05 
0.29 
4.28 
negligible 
0.65 
0.53 
0.93 
5.46 
11.85 
12.14 
% of 
( 3 ) 
(6 ) 
5.5 
35 .0 
1.2 
10.0 
62.5 
5.6 
17.5 
57.6 
10.2 
10 . 2 
10.2 
12.5 
13.3 
12.9 
lJl} 
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TABLE B.7.7 
MALAWI (1970) 
Value of Trade Flow (3) as Transit Costs (5) uS 
Commodity 
Total With NNC 
(1 ) (2) (3) 
Exports 
(074) Tea 13.1 12.7 
(27.1) (27.5) 
(121 ) Tobaoco :Leaf 19.9 19.2 
(41.1) (41.6) 
(221) Oilseeds, nuts, 5.4 5.4 
kernels (11.2) (11.7) 
(263 ) Cotton 3.4 3.4 
(7 .0) (7 . 4) 
Other Exports 6.6 5.5 
(1 3 .6) (11.8) 
Total Exports 48.4 46.1 (100.0) (100.0) 
Imports 
( 044) Maize, 6 .2 6.2 
unmilled (7 . 2) (7 .6) 
(332 ) Petroleum 4.4 4.4 
products (5.1) (5.4) 
(65 ) Textile yarn 7.1 7.1 
(8 .3) (8.7) 
(71 ) Machinery, 10.9 10.9 
non-electric (12.7) (13.4) 
(73) Transport 11. 6 11.6 
equipment (13.5) (14.2) 
Other Imports 45 . 5 41.5 
(53.2) (50.7) 
Total 85.6 81.6 Imports (10 0 . 0) (1 00 . 0) 
Total Trade 134.1 85 .7 
% of 
(2) 
(4 ) 
96.9 
96.5 
100.0 
100.0 
82.6 
95.3 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
91.2 
95 . 3 
95.3 
on Trade 
With NNC 
(5 ) 
0.31 
0.50 
0.14 
0.04 
0.27 
1.26 
0.62 
0.33 
0.71 
0 . 82 
1.16 
4.15 
7.79 
8.05 
% of 
( 3) 
(6 ) 
2.5 
2.5 
2.5 
4.5 
5.0 
2.7 
10.0 
7.5 
10.0 
7.5 
10.0 
10 . 0 
9 . 5 
7.1 
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TABLE B.7.8 
MALI (197 0 ) 
Value of Trade Flow (3) as Transit Costs (5) as 
Corrunodity 
(1) 
Exports 
(001) Live animals 
(263 ) Cotton 
(221 ) Oilseeds , nuts, 
kernels 
(031) Fish , fresh or 
simply preserved 
Other Exports 
Total Exports 
Imports 
(73) Transport 
equipment 
(06 ) Sugar and pre -
parations, honey 
(65 ) Textil e yarns, 
fabric , etc. 
(33) Petroleum and 
products 
(71 ) Machinery , 
non-electric 
Other Imports 
Total Imports 
Total Trade 
Total With NNC 
(2) (3) 
12.16 2.95 
(34.2) (17.5) 
7.31 7.31 
(20.6) (43 . 4) 
3.59 3.59 
(10.1) (21.3) 
2.74 0.40 
(7 .7) (2.4) 
9.65 2 .61 
(27.4) (15 .4) 
35 .45 16.86 
(100.0) (100.0) 
3 . 89 3 . 89 
(8.7) (10.4) 
6 . 26 6.26 
(14.0) (16.8) 
3 . 31 2 . 93 
(7 .4) (7 . 8) 
3 . 97 1.32 
(8.9) (3.5) 
3 . 12 3 .1 2 
(7 . 0) (8.4) 
24 . 25 19. 8 4 
(54. 0) (53 .1) 
44. 8 37 . 36 
(1 00 .0) (1 00 . 0) 
80 . 25 54 . 22 
% of 
(2 ) 
(4 ) 
24 .3 
100.0 
100.0 
14.7 
27.0 
47.6 
100.0 
100.0 
88 . 4 
33 . 3 
100.0 
81.8 
83 . 4 
67 . 6 
on Trade 
With NNC 
(5 ) 
1. 33 
0.73 
0.45 
0.05 
0 . 52 
3.08 
0.29 
1.88 
0 .1 0 
0.33 
0 . 16 
2 . 48 
5.24 
8 .32 
% of 
( 3 ) 
(6 ) 
45.0 
10.0 
12.5 
12.5 
20.0 
18.2 
7 . 5 
30.0 
3 . 5 
25 . 0 
5.0 
12.5 
14.0 
15 . 3 
Co rrmlod i t y 
(1 ) 
Exports 
(264 ) Raw j ute 
(264 ) Jute goods 
Bristles 
t-1usk 
Other Exports 
Total Ex rts 
Imports 
(8 2) Ready made 
garments 
Constl.u~lion 
rna terla1s 
Raw materi ls 
(71/2 ) Machlnery and 
sp re parts 
Other Imports 
Tota l ImfDrts 
Total Trade 
l\PJI~ DIX [1.7 
TABLE B . 7 . 9 
EPAL (1970) 
VCllue of Trade ·'10\>1 (3) as Trclnsjt Costs (5) as 
Total With l NC 
( 2 ) ( 3 ) 
n . a . 3 . 88 
(39. 4 ) 
n . a . 2 . 27 
(23 . 0) 
n. Cl. 1 . 22 
(12 . 4 ) 
n . a . 0 . 29 
(2.8) 
n . a . 2.21 
(22.4) 
20 . 70 9.86 
(100.0) 
n . a. l.86 
(18. 3) 
n . . 0.58 
(5 . 7) 
n . a . 1.68 
(16 . 5) 
n . a . 0.83 
(8.1) 
n.a . 5.24 
(51 . 4) 
52 . 90 10.19 
(100 . 0) 
80 . 60 20.05 
'~ of 
(2 ) 
(4 ) 
n.a . 
n. a . 
n .a. 
n.a. 
n. a. 
47 . 6 
n.a . 
n.d. 
n.a . 
n.a . 
n.a. 
19.3 
24.9 
on Trade 
\\lith NNC 
(5 ) 
0.25 
0.10 
negligible 
negligible 
0.09 
0.44 
0 . 11 
0.20 
0.11 
0.03 
0.52 
0.97 
1.41 
'~ 0 f 
( 3 ) 
(6 ) 
6 . 5 
4.5 
negligible 
negligible 
4.3 
4.5 
5 . 8 
33.6 
6 . 6 
3.9 
10.0 
9.5 
7.0 
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TABLE B. 7 . 10 
NIGER (1970) 
Value of Trade Flow (3) as Transit Costs (5) as 
Cormnodity 
Total With NNC 
(1 ) (2) (3) 
Exports 
(221) Oilseeds, nuts , 18.01 17 . 81 
kernels (57.0) (75 . 5) 
(001) Li ve an imal s 5 . 00 0.78 
(15.8) (3. 3) 
(054) Vegetables etc ., 2.32 1 . 08 
fresh (7 .3) (4.6) 
(421 ) Fixed vegetable 2.15 1 . 31 
oils, soft (6.8) (5.6) 
Other Exports 4 . 14 2.60 
(13.1) (11 . 0) 
Total Exports 31.62 23.59 (100.0) (100.0) 
Imports 
(65 ) Textile yarn , 13.80 13.14 
fabric , etc. (23.6) (23.2) 
(71 ) Machinery, 6.64 6.64 
non-electric (11.4) (11 . 7) 
(73) Transport 5 . 48 5.48 
equipment (9.4) (10.0) 
(72) Electrical 3.32 3 . 32 
machinery (5.7) (5.9) 
Other Imports 29.12 28 . 07 
(49.9) (49.2) 
Total Imports 58.37 56 . 68 (100.0) (100.0) 
Total Trade 89 . 98 80 . 27 
% of 
(2 ) 
(4 ) 
98 . 9 
15 . 6 
46.7 
60.9 
62.7 
74 . 6 
95.2 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
96.4 
97 . 1 
89.2 
on Trade 
With NNC 
(5 ) 
1.87 
0.43 
0.22 
0 . 39 
0.65 
3.56 
0.53 
0.40 
0.27 
0.20 
5 . 61 
7.01 
10.57 
% of 
( 3 ) 
(6 ) 
10.5 
55.0 
20.0 
30.0 
25.0 
15.1 
4.0 
6.0 
5.0 
6 . 0 
20.0 
12 . 4 
13.2 
TABLE B.7.11 
* PARAGUAY (1969) 
Value of Trade Flow ( 3 ) as 
Commodity % of 
Total With NNC (2 ) 
(1 ) (2 ) (3 ) (4 ) 
Exports 
(013) Meat, prepared, 11.0 11 . 0 100.0 
preserved , n.e.s. (17.2) (22.4) 
(121) Tobacco 7.0 5.6 80 . 0 
manufactures (10.9) (11.4) 
( 242) Wood, rough 6.7 0.7 10.0 
(10.5) (1.4) 
(243 ) Wood, shaped 6.2 0.6 10.0 
(9.7) (1 . 2) 
(263 ) Cotton 3.9 3 .1 80.0 
(6 .1) (6.3) 
(421) Fixed vegetable 6.3 6.3 100.0 
oils, soft (9.8) (12.8) 
Other exports 22.9 21.8 95.0 
(35.8) (44.5) 
Total Exports (1969) 64.0 49.1 76.7 (100.0) (100.0) 
Total Exports (1970) 64 . 0 54.0 84.4 
Imports 
(041) Wheat , e tc. 3 .9 1.2 30.0 
unmill e d (6.1) (2.8) 
(122) Tobacco 4 . 5 0 .5 10.0 
manufactures (7 . 0) (1.1) 
(87 ) Iron and steel 3 . 5 3 . 5 100.0 
(5 . 5) (8.1) 
(71 ) Machinery , non- 10.3 10 . 3 100.0 
electric (1 6 .1) (23 . 7) 
(732 ) Road motor 7 . 2 7.2 1 00.0 
vehicles (11 . 3) (16.6) 
Other Imports 34 . 6 20 . 8 60 . 0 
(54 . 0) (47 . 7) 
1]8 
APPENDIX B.7 
Transit Costs (5 ) as 
on Trade % of 
With NNC (3 ) 
(5 ) (6 ) 
0 .65 5.9 
0.35 6.2 
0.13 19.0 
0.12 20.0 
0.32 10.3 
0.62 9.8 
2.53 11.6 
4.71 9 . 6 
4.71 8.7 
0.07 6.0 
0 . 03 6.7 
0 . 22 6.3 
0.64 6.2 
0 .4 5 6.2 
1.29 6.2 
continued 
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TABLE B.7 .11 cont. 
Value of Trade Flow (3 ) as Transit costs (5) as 
Commodity % of on Trade % of 
Total With NNC ( 2 ) With NNC ( 3 ) 
(1) (2 ) (3) (4 ) (5) (6 ) 
Total Imports (1969) 64.0 43.5 68.0 2.70 6.2 (100.0) (100.0) 
Total Imports (1970) 64.0 52.2 81.5 2.70 5.2 
Total Trade (1969) 128.0 92.6 72.3 7.41 8 . 0 
Total Trade (1970) 128.0 106.2 83.0 7.41 7.0 
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TABLE B.7.12 
RWANDA (1970)* 
Value of Trade flow (3) as Transit costs (5) as 
Commodity 
(1) 
Exports 
(071) Coffee 
(2836) Tin ore, 
concentrate 
(2839) Tungsten, etc. 
concentrate 
Other Exports 
Total Exports 
Imports 
(068) Waste of 
textile fabrics 
(332) Petroleum 
products 
(652 ) Cotton fabrics, 
woven 
(653) Woven textile, 
non-cotton 
(732 ) Road rrotor 
vehicles 
Other Imports 
Total Imports 
Total Trade 
Total With NNC 
(2) (3) 
13.86 13.58 
(56.5) (61.8) 
4.71 4.71 
(19.2) (21.3) 
3.80 3.80 
(15.5) (17.2) 
2.18 0.0 
(8.8) (0.0) 
24.54 22.09 
(100.0) (100.0) 
1.81 1.81 
(6.2) (7 .1) 
1.59 1.59 
(5.5) (6.2) 
1.50 1.50 
(5.2) (5.9) 
2.26 2.26 
(7 .8) (8.9) 
2.55 2.55 
(8.8) (10.0) 
19.40 15.77 
(66.5) (61.9) 
29 .1 0 25 .48 
(100.0) (100.0) 
53.66 47.57 
% of 
(2 ) 
(4 ) 
98.0 
100.0 
100.0 
0.0 
90.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
81.3 
86.0 
88 . 7 
on Trade 
With NNC 
(5 ) 
0.68 
0.12 
0.10 
0.90 
0.09 
0 . 40 
0.08 
0.11 
0 .19 
1.66 
2.53 
3.43 
% of 
( 3 ) 
(6 ) 
5.0 
2.5 
2.5 
4.1 
5.0 
25.0 
5.0 
5.0 
7.5 
10.5 
9.9 
7 . 3 
Commodity 
(1) 
EXfDrts 
(051 ) Citrus fruit 
( 281) Iron are 
( 062) Sugar 
(242 ) Wood products 
(243 ) Wood pulp, 
unbleached 
(663 ) Asbestos 
Other Exports 
Total Exports 
ImfDrts 
(718 ) Machinery, 
special 
(842) Clothing 
Other Imports 
Total ImfDrts 
Total Trade 
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TABLE B.7.13 
SWAZILAND (1970~ 
Value of Trade Plow (3) as Transit Costs (5) as 
Total With NNC 
(2) (3) 
5.0 3.8 
(7 . 1) (6 .6) 
15.3 15.3 
(21.8) (26.6) 
16.5 16.5 
(23.5) (28.7) 
3.9 0.0 
(5.6) (0.0) 
13.3 6.6 
(19.0) (11.5) 
7.3 6.9 
(10.4) (12.0) 
8.8 8.4 
(12.6) (14.6) 
70.0 57.5 
(100.0) (100.0) 
4.7 0.9 
(7 .9) (15.7) 
2.7 0 .1 
(4.5) (1. 7) 
52 . 0 4.6 
(87.6) (80.6) 
59.4 5 .7 
(100.0) (100.0) 
129.4 63.2 
% of 
(2 ) 
(4 ) 
75.0 
100.0 
100.0 
0.0 
50.0 
95.0 
95.0 
82.1 
20.0 
5.0 
8 . 9 
9 . 6 
48 . 8 
on Trade 
With NNC 
(5) 
0 .1 0 
1.49 
0.22 
0.17 
0.35 
0.41 
2.74 
0.02 
negligible 
0 .13 
0.15 
2.89 
% of 
( 3 ) 
(6 ) 
2.7 
9.7 
1.3 
2.5 
5.0 
5.0 
4.8 
2.5 
2.0 
2.8 
2.5 
4.6 
TABLE B.7.14 
UGANDA (1970) 
Value of Trade Flow 
Commodity 
Total with NNC 
(1 ) (2) (3 ) 
EXfOrts 
(071) Coffee 142.0 136.8 
(51.2) (57.5) 
(074) Tea 13.2 13.2 
(4.8) (5.5) 
(263 ) Cotton 49.2 49.2 
(17.7) (20.7) 
(682 ) Copper 20.6 20.6 
(7 .4) (8.7) 
other Exports 52.3 18.0 
(18.9) (7 . 6) 
Total Exports 277.3 237.8 (100.0) (100.0) 
Imports 
(332) Petroleum 8.6 8.6 
products (4.9) (7 . 0) 
(732 ) Road motor 15.6 15.6 
vehicles (9.0) (12.7) 
Other Imports 149.4 98 . 6 
(86.1) (80.3) 
Total 173.6 122.7 ImfOrts (100.0) (100.0) 
Total Trade 450.9 360 . 5 
(3) as 
% of 
(2) 
(4 ) 
96.3 
99.9 
100.0 
100.0 
34.4 
85.8 
100.0 
100.0 
66.0 
70.7 
80 . 0 
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Transit Costs 
on Trade 
With NNC 
(5 ) 
5.47 
0.40 
1.48 
0.26 
1.17 
8.78 
0.86 
0.62 
6.90 
8.38 
17.16 
(5) as 
% of 
(3) 
(6 ) 
4.0 
3.0 
3.0 
1.3 
6.5 
3.7 
10.0 
4.0 
7.0 
6.8 
4.8 
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TABLE B.7 .15 
UPPER VOLTA (197 0) 
Value of Trade Flow (3 ) as Transit Costs ( 5 ) as 
Commodity % of on Trade % of 
Total With NNC (2 ) With NNC (3) 
(1 ) (2 ) ( 3 ) (4 ) (5 ) (6 ) 
Ex:ports 
(001 ) Live animals 5.68 0 . 04 0 .7 0.10 25.0 
(31.3) (0.4) 
(263) Cotton 4 . 67 4 . 67 100.0 0.21 4.5 
(25.6) (49.4) 
(221) Oi1seeds, nuts, 4 . 66 4.05 86 .9 0.49 12.0 
kernels (25.6) (42.8) 
Other Exports 3.18 0.70 22.1 0.07 10.0 
(17.5) (7 . 4) 
Total Exports 18.20 9.46 52.0 0.87 9.2 (100.0) (100.0) 
Imports 
(65) Textile yarn , 3.91 3.26 83.3 0 . 10 3.0 
fabric , etc . (8.4) (8.9) 
(73) Transport 5.81 5 . 38 92 . 6 0.22 4.0 
equipnent (12.5) (14.7) 
(71 ) Machinery , 4.81 4.81 100.0 0.19 4.0 
non-electric (10.3) (13 . 1) 
(33) Petroleum and 3.77 3 . 77 100.0 0.94 25.0 
products (8 . 0) (10 . 3) 
(04) Cereals and 2 . 75 2.62 95 .1 0.31 12 . 0 
preparations (5.9) (7 .1) 
Other Imports 25 . 60 16.87 65.9 5.06 30.0 
(54.9) (45.9) 
Total Im:ports 46.66 96.72 78.7 6 . 82 18.6 (100 . 0) (100.0) 
Total Trade 64 . 86 46.18 71.2 7.69 16.7 
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TABLE B.7.16 
ZAMBIA (1970) 
Value of Trade Flow ( 3) as Transit Costs (5 ) as 
Commodity % of on Trade % of 
Total With NNC (2 ) With NNC ( 3) 
(1 ) (2) ( 3) (4 ) (5 ) (6 ) 
Exports 
(682) Copper 950.0 941.0 99.1 30.96 3.3 
(95.5) (95.9) 
(685/6) Lead and 22.1 22.1 100.0 1.75 7.8 
Zlnc (2.2) (2.2) 
Other Exports 22.3 18.5 82.8 4.84 25.0 
(2.3) (1.9) 
Total Exports 994.5 981.6 98.7 37.53 3.8 (100.0) (100.0) 
Imports 
(351 ) Electric 23.6 0.0 0.0 
energy (4.9) (0 .. 0) 
(65 ) Textile yarn 29.2 29.2 100.0 5.84 20.0 
(6.1 ) (6.7) 
(69) Metal 23.8 23.7 99.4 0.83 3.5 
manufactures (5.0) (5.4) 
(71) Machinery, 90.8 90.6 99.8 2.17 2.4 
non-electric (19.0) (20.7) 
(72) Electrical 33.7 33.7 100.0 0.81 2.4 
machinery (7 .1) (7 . 7) 
(73) Transport 60.0 59.0 98.3 4.42 7.5 
equipment (12.6) (13.5) 
Other Imports 216.0 201 .1 93.1 20.11 10.0 
(45.3) (46.0) 
Total Imports 477.0 437.4 91.7 34.18 7.8 (100.0) (100.0) 
Total Trade 1471.5 1419.0 96.4 71.71 5.1 
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TABLE B.8 
THE MAGNITUDE OF TRADE BARRIER DUE TO TRANSPORT 
COSTS AND THE US TARIFFS 
B.8.1 AD VALOREM RATE IN PER CENT: AVERAGE 
wu 
FOR ALL EXPORTING COUNTRIES 
2/ 
Processing Chain 1/ 
Meat Products 
Fresh and Frozen Meat(Oll) 
- Meat Preparations (013) 
Fish 
Tariffs 
Transport 
Total 
Fresh and Frozen Fish (031) Tariffs 
- Fish Preparations (032) Transport 
Total 
Fruit 
Fresh Fruit (051) - Pre-
served Fruit (053) 
Vegetables 
Fresh Vegetables (054) -
Preserved Vegetables (055) 
Cocoa 
Tariffs 
Transport 
Total 
Tariffs 
Transport 
Total 
Cocoa Beans (072.1) - Cocoa Tariffs 
Powder and Butter (072.2), Transport 
072 .3) - Chocolate (073) Total 
Leather 
Hides and Skins (211) -
Leather (611) - Leather 
Goods Excluding Shoes 
(612) - Shoes (851) 
Groundnuts 
Groundnuts (221 .1) -
Groundnut oil (ex.421.4) 
Copra 
Tariffs 
Transport 
Total 
Tariffs 
Transport 
Total 
Copra (221 . 2) - Coconut Oil Tariffs 
(ex.422.3) Transport 
Total 
Primary 
Product 
4.6 
10.1 
14.7 
1.3 
6.8 
8.1 
5.6 
27.2 
32.8 
8.9 
4.3 
13.2 
0.0 
5.0 
5.0 
1.1 
3.9 
5.0 
25.7 
14.7 
40.4 
0 . 0 
6 . 2 
6 . 2 
Processing Stage 
Intermediate 3/ 
I 
1.6 
6.5 
8.1 
4.7 
4.5 
9.2 
II 
7.7 
6.2 
13.9 
1 ?5 
Final 
Good 
4.7 
4.9 
9.6 
9.8 
5.6 
15.4 
5.0 
11.5 
16.5 
8.0 
14.9 
22.9 
4.8 
8.1 
12.9 
14.0 
9.1 
23.1 
24.1 
2.9 
27.0 
5 . 5 
2 . 7 
8.2 
TABLE B.8 (Cont'd) 
Processing Chain 
Palm Kernel 
2/ 
1/ 
Palm Kernel (221.3) - Palm 
Kernel oil (ex.422.4) 
Rubber 
Natural Rubber (231.1) -
Rubber Goods (629) 
Wood 
Wood in the Rough (242.2) 
- Wood Simply Worked 
(243) - Plywood (631.2) -
Wood Manufactures (632) 
Pulp and Paper 
Pulpwood (241 . 1) - Wood-
pulp (251) - Paper and 
Paper Articles (ex. 64) 
Wool 
Tariffs 
Transport 
Total 
Tariffs 
Transport 
Total 
Tariffs 
Transport 
Total 
Tariffs 
Transport 
Total 
Raw Wool (262.1) - Wool Tariffs 
Yarn (651.2) - Wool Fabrics Transport 
(653 . 2) - Wool Clothing Total 
(ex.84l.l) 
Cotton 
Raw Cotton (263 . 1) - Cotton Tariffs 
Yarn (651.3) - Cotton Transport 
Fabrics (652) - Cotton Total 
Clothing (ex 841.1) 
Jute 
Raw Jute (264) - Jute 
Fabrics (653.4) - Jute 
Sacks and Bags (656.1) 
Sisal, Henequen 
Raw Sisal and Henequen 
(265.4) - Cordage (655.6) 
Iron 
Tariffs 
Transport 
Total 
Tariffs 
Transport 
Total 
Iron Ore (281.3) - Pig Iron Tariffs 
(671) - Steel Ingots (672)- Transport 
Rolling Mill Products (673, Total 
676) 
Primary 
Product 
0.0 
25.0 
25.0 
0.0 
9 . 9 
9.9 
0.0 
2.9 
2.9 
0.0 
7.0 
7.0 
9.7 
8.9 
18.6 
6 . 2 
4.3 
10.5 
0.0 
41.2 
41.2 
0.0 
13.9 
13.9 
0.0 
27.7 
27.7 
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Processing Stage 
d ' 3/ Interme late-
I II 
0.3 
7.0 
7.3 
0.0 
0.9 
0.9 
20.7 
12.7 
33.4 
10.5 
7.8 
18.3 
0 .0 
19.7 
19.7 
0 . 7 
7.9 
8 .6 
8.5 
17.2 
25.7 
20.7 
5.0 
25.7 
13.8 
5.4 
19.2 
6 . 3 
4 . 9 
11.2 
Final 
Good 
3.2 
4.9 
8.1 
4.6 
15.6 
20.2 
6.7 
8.6 
15.3 
2.5 
3.5 
6.0 
16.6 
9.6 
26.2 
20.0 
8.5 
28.5 
3.6 
11 . 9 
15.5 
3.6 
5.6 
9 .2 
3 . 5 
12.0 
15.5 
TABLE B.8 (Cont'd) 
Processing Chain 
Copper 
2/ 
1/ 
Copper Ore (283.1) - Copper ,Tariffs 
unwrought (682.1) - Copper, Transport 
wrought (682.2) Total 
l\lurniniwn 
Bauxite (283.3) - Alumina 
(ex.513.6) - Aluminium, un-
wrought (684 . 1) - Alumin-
ium, wrought (684.2) 
Lead 
Lead Ore (283.4) - Lead, 
unwrought (685.1) - Lead, 
wrought (685.2) 
Zinc 
Tariffs 
Transport 
Total 
Tariffs 
Transport 
Total 
Zinc Ore (ex.283.5) - Zinc, Tariffs 
unwrought (686.1) - Zinc, Transport 
wrought (686.2) Total 
Primary 
Product 
0.1 
3.9 
4.0 
0.0 
32.6 
32.6 
6.0 
6.7 
12.7 
12.0 
3.4 
15.4 
12 7 
APPENDIX B. 8 
Processing Stage 
Intermediate 3/ 
I 
2.3 
2.0 
4.3 
0.0 
10.6 
10.6 
8.3 
3.6 
11.9 
6.6 
2.6 
9.2 
II 
4.0 
2.7 
6.7 
Final 
Good 
4.2 
2.8 
7.0 
5.9 
6.1 
12.0 
10.3 
1.4 
11.7 
3.0 
3.6 
6.6 
Notes: 1/ The transport cost refer to ocean shipping costs (including 
insurance) for export to the US in 1975. 
2/ The numbers In parentheses show each product's SITC number. 
3/ In order of processing chain. 
Source : Yeats 1977. 
B.8.2 AD VALOPBM RATE IN PER CENT: FOR SELECTED 
COMMODITIES AND COUNTRIES 1/ 
APPENDIX B.8 
Processing Chain 2/ Exporting Processing 3/ Stage -
Countries 
Primary Final 
Product Good 
Meat products ALL COUNTRIES 10.1 4.9 
Argentina 6.1 5.1 
Guatemala 1.5 8.6 
Nicaragua 6.9 5.0 
Fish products ALL COUNTRIES 6.8 5.6 
India 12.6 12.7 
Indonesia 9.6 12.7 
Peru 26.2 22.0 
Thailand 8.0 9.5 
Vegetables ALL COUNTRIES 4.3 14.9 
India 15.9 23.2 
Haiti 32.0 38.5 
Philippines 15.9 16.5 
Turkey 11.3 13.4 
Cocoa ALL COUNTRIES 5.0 8.1 
Brazil 4 .8 20.1 
Ghana 4/ 5.5 10.2 
Dominican Rep. 4.2 4.2 
Leather ALL COUNTRIES 3.9 9.1 
Argentina 3.6 6.6 
Brazil 4.7 6.9 
Colombia 2.6 8.5 
Haiti 4.0 5.9 
India 10.1 21.1 
Pakistan 4.2 10.3 
Rubber ALL COUNTRIES 9.9 15.6 
Brazil 8 . 4 43.2 
India 10.2 35.0 
Malaysia 8.9 23.1 
Wood ALL COUNTRIES 2.9 8.6 
Brazil 13.0 26.9 
Guatemala 13.2 15.2 
India 16.4 32.0 
Indonesia 40.1 29.7 
Wool ALL COUNTRIES 8.9 9.6 
India 9.6 13.9 
Uruguay 5.7 3.9 
Cotton ALL COUNTRIES 4.3 8.5 
Brazil 16.8 9.2 
India 4.6 8.0 
Pakistan 20.0 14.9 
1 1.c) 
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TABLE B.8.2 (Cont'd) 
Processing Chain 2/ Exporting Processing 3/ stage -
Countries 
Primary Final 
Product Good 
Jute ALL COUNTRIE S 41.2 11.9 
India 36.0 20.0 
Bangladesh 34.2 19.3 
Iron ALL COUNTRIES 4/ 7.9 12.0 
Brazil 7.5 7.4 
India 17.0 46.9 
Korea 8 . 3 8.7 
China Taiwan 11 . 8 11.9 
Copper ALL COUNTRIES 3.9 2.8 
Peru 4.2 2.3 
Aluminium ALL COUNTRIES 32.6 6.1 
Surinam 50.4 5.1 
Lead ALL COUNTRIES 6.7 1.4 
Peru 14.7 10.9 
Notes: 1/ Only ocean shipping costs for 1975 (including insurance) are 
shown here. The tariff rates are as shown in Table B.8.1. 
2/ As shown in Table B.8 . 1. 
3/ The final products are as shown in Table B.8.1. 
4/ Ghana's final stage ad valorem transportation rate lS for 
cocoa powder and butter since this country does not export 
chocolate to the US. 
Source: Yeats 1977. 
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TABLE B . 9 
THE RATIO OF LINER FREIGHT RATES TO PRICES OF 
SELECTED COMMODITIES , 1964 , 1970 AND 1972-1975 
Freigh-t Rate ~ercentagG of Price 1 Commodity Route as 
3 
19743 1964 1970 1972 1973 1975 
Rubber Singapore/ Malaysia -
Europe 8 . 0 10 . 5 15 . 4 9.2 11.0 18.5 
Tin Singapore/Malaysia -
Europe 1. 2 1 . 2 1.6 1.4 1.1 1.6 
Copra Philippi nes - Europe 11 . 0 14 . 0 22.1 9.3 4 5 
Jute Bangl adesh - Europe 8 . 7 12 . 1 12 . 6 15.8 18.1 19.5 
Sisal Hemp East Afr ica - Europe 8 . 4 19 . 5 18.1 18.0 7.3 12.8 
Cocoa Beans Ghana - Europe 3 . 1 2 . 4 3.9 3.1 2.3 3.4 
Coconut Oil Sri Lanka - Europe 8 . 8 8 . 9 14.5 n.a. 7.9 9.1 
Tea Sri Lanka - Europe 6 . 5 9 . 5 8 . 2 10.1 14.2 10.4 
Coffee Brazil - Europe 4 . 9 5 . 2 6 . 7 7.0 8.0 9.7 
Palm Kernels Nigeria - Europe 9 . 5 8 . 8 16 . 9 7.2 9.6 25.5 
Coffee Columbia (Atlantic 
Port s ) - Europe 4.2 4.2 4.2 3.9 4.8 5.7 
Cocoa Beans Brazil - Europe 8 . 6 7 . 4 10 . 7 6.9 6.1 8.2 
Coffee Colombia (Pacific 
Port s) - Europe 4 . 5 4 . 5 5.0 4.3 5.4 6.3 
2 
5 
1 c.i . f . prices were quoted for rubber (London - RSS) , tin, copra, jute 
(UK - pwc grade) , sisal hemp , cocoa beans (Ghana - Europe) and palm 
kernels . For cocoa beans (Brazil - Europe), and coffee (Colombia -
Europe and Brazil - Europe), unit values of exports were quoted. 
Prices of remaining commodities were quoted on f.o.b. terms. 
2 Freight rates include Suez CaDal varying surcharges, when applicable. 
Whenever a conversion of freight rates to other currencies has been 
necessary for 1975 ; this was based on currency parities as 
published in UN , Honth1y Bulletin of Statistics (August 1976) and 
valid as at the end of 1975. Annual freight rates were calculated 
by taking a weighted average of various freight rates quoted during 
the year, weighted by their period of duration. 
3 Ratio of liner freight rates to price for the period from 1 January 
1973 to 16 October 1973. 
4 In 1974 prices of sisal h emp and palm kernels were taken from UNCTAD, 
Monthly Commodity Price Bulletin, November 1975 and Special 
Supplement respectively. 
5 Liner freight rates for copra Philippines. Europe are open rated. 
Source: UNCTAD 1977, TD/B/C.4/l69 . 
TABLE B . lO 
PROPORTION OF NET LOANS AND GRANTS OF THE PRECEDING YEAR IN THE VALUE OF TOTAL HIPORTS 
FROtvl NON-NEIGHBOURING COUNTRIES OF SELECTED LAND-LOCKED DEVELOPING COUNTRIES , 19 70 AND 1973 
(In Per Cent) 
Total Im[X)rts Im[X)rts from Non -~eighbouri~g Countries 
1970 1973 19 70 
Country 
Estimation based on the trade data as reported in: 
Afghanistan 
Bolivia 
Bot swana 
Bun.:ndi 
Central African 
Republ ic 
Chad 
Laos 
Lesotho 
Malawi 
Hall 
Ne [Jal 
Niger 
Paraguay 
Rwanda 
Swa zi land 
uganda 
Upper Volta 
Zambia 
UN 
Report 
37 .4 
31.9 
42 . 8 
66 . 5 
58 . 9 
39.5 
59 . 0 
41.4 
31. 8 
46 . 5 
16.6 
61.6 
35 . 2 
0 1. 2 
18.2 
22 . 6 
52 . 0 
8.0 
HIF 
26 . 4 
31.9 
n . a. 
66 . 8 
56.2 
33 . 9 
122.7 
n.a. 
28 . 9 
46 . 5 
14.8 
61.8 
35.3 
6 1.6 
n.n . 
22 . 8 
51.6 
8.1 
un UN 
Yearbook Report 
26.4 
31.9 
n . a . 
n . a . 
58 . 9 
39.5 
59 . 0 
n . a. 
31.8 
46.5 
n .a. 
61.6 
35 . 3 
6 1.2 
n.a. 
32 . '-1 
52 .1 
8.1 
25 . 7 
33 . 5 
73.2 
95 . 4 
45 . 7 
35 . 2 
83 . 7 
35.3 
32 . 8 
41.4 
50 . 0 
43. 6 
18.2 
100 . 0 
11.8 
24 . 2 
38.9 
2.9 
Source: UN Economic and Social Council 1974. 
HIF 
28 . 8 
25 . 5 
n .a. 
79 . 5 
52 . 9 
35 . 5 
118.7 
n.a. 
32 . 3 
:;:' . 1 
46 . 2 
-1 8 . 0 
18.1 
87 .9 
n .n. 
2l1.6 
<15.2 
3.-1 
UN UN 
Yearbook Report 
n . a . 
n . a . 
n . a . 
79.5 
n . a. 
36 . 5 
122.4 
n . a. 
32.5 
n . a. 
n.a . 
46.7 
18 .3 
97.1 
n .n. 
34.2 
35 . 1 
3.4 
121.4 
38 . 9 
142 . 7 
77 . 2 
61.0 
46.6 
75 . 6 
443 . 3 
33.4 
55 . 7 
76.6 
63.5 
4 3 .1 
7 1.2 
189 . 5 
.32 . 0 
66 . 2 
8 . 9 
r·t? 
43 . 8 
37.4 
n . a . 
71. 6 
58 . 1 
39.1 
14-.1 
n . a. 
30.0 
55.8 
58.3 
67.3 
45.1 
65.4 
n.a. 
32 .4 
65.5 
9.0 
u~ 
Yearbook 
41.7 
37.4 
n . a . 
n . a . 
61.0 
46.6 
74 . 7 
n . a . 
33.4 
55.8 
n.a. 
6 3.4 
<15 . 1 
65.0 
n . a. 
32 .4 
62.0 
8 . 9 
=~ 
~3.7 
33.9 
r: . a. 
85 . 5 
:34 . 4 
~2.7 
226 . 2 
~.a . 
3·1. 6 
29 . 9 
126.6 
33 . 9 
30 .9 
?F) . 5 
~.a . 
2·L 7 
53.9 
3.6 
1973 
Yearboo :-': 
n . a . 
n . a . 
n . a . 
82 . 4 
n.a. 
43.9 
281. 3 
n.a. 
34.9 
n.a. 
n . a. 
52.9 
24 . 7 
1 06 . 8 
n .a. 
34 . 3 
44.5 
3 . 6 
I ~ 
.-1 
I -I j 
, .. 
,Z 
I~ 
~ 
ix 
1:= 
!~ 
I '--' 
~ 
..-) 
~ 
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TABLE B.ll 
VALUE OF TOTAL AND NON-NEIGHBOUR TRADE OF 
SAMPLE LAND-LOCKED DEVELOPING COUNTRIES, 1970-74 
(In Million Dollars) 
EXfX)rts ImfX)rts Total Trade 
Country/Year 
Total To NNCs Total From NNCs Total With NNCs 
Afghanistan 
1970 84 . 59 43 .43 109.53 68 .77 194.12 114.20 
(53.7) (52. 8) (58.8) 
1971 99.90 55.76 145.39 96.31 245.29 152.07 
(55.8) (66 . 2) (62.0) 
1972 124.51 81.19 168 . 59 110.55 293.10 191 .7 4 
(65.2) (65.6) (65.4) 
1973 147.53 94 .3 9 177.96 117.38 325.49 211.77 
(64 . 0) (66.0) (65.1) 
1974 153.76 98.37 237 . 76 161 . 84 391.52 260.21 
(64.0) (68.1) (66 . 5) 
Burundi 
1970 14.36 13.56 22.33 20.83 36.69 34.39 
(94.4) (93.3) (93.7) 
1971 19.54 18. 54 29.88 27.7 6 49.42 46.3 
(94.9) (93.0) (93.7) 
1972 26.01 25 .11 31 . 60 29.4 57 . 61 54.51 
(96.5) (93.0) (94 . 6) 
1973 30 . 98 30 .18 31 . 28 29.78 62.26 59.96 
(97.4) (95.2) (96.3) 
1974 30.99 30.46 43 . 08 41.2 74. 07 71 . 66 
(98.3) (95 .6) (9 6.7) 
Central African 
Republic 
1970 32 .7 0 30 . 85 33 . 11 32 . 07 65 . 81 62 . 89 
(94.3) (9 6 . 8) (95.6) 
1971 36 . 60 35 .5 6 33 . 43 32.75 70.03 68 . 31 
(97 .2) (98.0) (97 . 5) 
1972 39.77 38 . 56 34 . 07 33.56 73.84 72.12 
(96 . 0) (98.5) (97 . 7) 
1973 37.56 36 . 39 51.84 50 . 41 89 . 40 86.8 
(96 . 9) (97.2) (97.1) 
1974 48.45 47.14 46 . 11 44 . 95 94 . 56 92.09 
(97 . 3) (97 .5) (97 . 4) 
continued 
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Table B.11 continued. 
EXfDrts Imports Total Trade 
country/Year 
Total To NNCs Total From NNCs Total With NNCs 
Chad 
1970 29.70 27 . 28 64.99 56.26 94.69 83.54 
(91.9) (86.6) (88 .2) 
1971 27.68 23 . 20 61.51 51.79 89.19 74.99 
(83.8) (84. 2) (84.1) 
1972 35.75 29.09 51.29 52.11 97.04 81.18 
(81.3) (85.0) (83.7) 
1973 39.51 31.97 84.31 70.09 123.82 102.06 
(80.9) (83.1) (82.4) 
1974 37.54 34.24 86.73 124.27 105.26 
(91.2) (84.7) 
Laos 
1970 3.45 2.48 54.76 45.81 58.22 48.29 
(71.8) (83.7) (82.9) 
1971 3.15 1.89 41.13 31.03 44.28 32.92 
(59.9) (75.4) (74.3) 
1972 3.07 1.88 45.38 24.03 48.45 25.91 
(60.7) (53.0) (53.5) 
1973 5.09 1.77 56.36 29.68 61.45 31.45 
(34.8) (52.7) (51.2) 
1974 22.47 15.50 85 .77 57.87 108.24 73.37 
(69.0) (67.5) (67 . 8 ) 
Malawi 
1970 59.15 59 .15 94.21 94.21 153.36 153.36 
(100.0) (100.0) (100.0) 
1971 72.08 70.62 109.04 1 07 . 8 1 1 81 .12 178.48 
(98.0) (98 .9) (98. 5) 
1972 81 .2 6 7 8 . 90 129.67 1 2 7 .12 210.93 206.02 
(97.1) (98 .1) (97.7) 
1973 99 .35 97 .46 143.16 1 39.20 242.51 286.66 
(98 .1) (9 7.2) (97.6) 
1974 119.20 114.49 187 . 88 182.82 307 . 08 299.31 
(96.0) (97.3) (96.8) 
continued 
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Table B.ll continued . 
Exports Imports Total Trade 
Country/Year 
Total To NNCs Total From NNCs Total With NNCs 
Mali 
1970 35.49 35.16 44.82 44.77 80.31 79.93 
(99.1) (99.9) (99.5) 
1971 36.11 35.98 59.43 59.32 95.54 95.30 
(99.6) (99.8) (99.7) 
1972 41.73 41.47 75.53 74.64 117.26 116.11 
(99.4) (98.9) (99.7) 
1973 52.28 52.12 126.29 126.14 178.57 178.26 
(99.7) (99.9) (99.8) 
1974 64.06 63 . 44 178 . 96 178.34 243.02 241.78 
(99.1) (99.6) (99.5) 
Nepal 
1970 20.70 7 . 80 52 . 90 13.4 0 73.60 21.20 
(37.7) (25 . 3) (28.81) 
1971 14.60 5 .7 0 46 . 30 12 .7 0 60.90 18.40 
(39.1) (27.5) (30.2) 
1 972 23.20 10.40 75.00 25 . 30 98.20 35.70 
(44.8) (33.7) (36.4) 
1973 26 . 50 12.00 64.90 23.7 91 .40 35.70 
(45.3) (36.5) (39.1) 
1974 32.80 10.90 87 . 70 37,0 120.50 48.3 
(33. 2) (42.6) (40.1) 
Niger 
1970 31 . 66 22.58 58 . 37 53 . 54 90.03 76.12 
(71.3) (91.7) (84.5) 
1971 38 .41 26 . 11 53.91 50.51 92.32 76.62 
(68 . 0) (93.7) (83.0) 
1972 54 . 16 37 . 10 68 . 32 62 . 43 122.48 99.53 
(68. 5) (91.4) (81.3) 
1973 62 . 34 42.24 86 .29 76.78 148.63 119.02 
(67 . 8) (89.0) (80.1) 
1974 52 . 73 35 . 65 98 . 89 80.35 151.62 116.00 
(67.6) (81.3) (76.5) 
continued 
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fable B.ll continued. 
Exp::::>rts Imp::::> rt s Total Trade 
country/Year 
Total To NNCs Total From NNCs Total With NNCs 
Rwanda 
1970 24.70 24.00 28.90 27.20 53.60 51.20 
(97.2) (94.1) (95.5) 
1971 22.30 20.50 32.70 30.70 55.00 51.20 
(91.9) (93. 9) (93.1) 
1972 19.30 17.70 34.30 32.1 53.60 49.80 
(91.7) (93. 6) (92.9) 
1973 33.08 31.50 34.00 30.97 67 . 08 62.47 
(95.2) (91.1) (93.3) 
1974 37.16 34.45 58.59 56.41 95.75 91.86 
(95.4) (96.3) (95.9) 
Uganda 
1970 279.20 238 . 62 171.92 121.01 451.12 359.63 
(85.5) (7 0.3) (79.7) 
1971 260.20 229.55 249.62 190.51 509.82 420.06 
(88.2) (76.3) (82.4) 
1972 283.82 257.85 162.16 113.51 445.98 371.36 
(90.9) (70. 0) (83.3) 
1973 310.38 287.67 162.54 96.29 472.92 38.96 
(92.7) (59.3) (81. 2) 
1974 327.01 308.82 213.05 132.05 540.06 440.87 
(94.4) (62.0) (81.6) 
Note: Figures within parentheses indicate the percentage share of trade 
with NNCs in the value of total exp::::>rt , imp::::>rt and total trade. 
Source: IMF 1977 , Annual 1970-76. 
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TABLE B.12 
VALUE OF TOTAL AND NON-NEIGHBOUR TRADE OF SAMPLE 
NON-LAND-LOCKED DEVELOPING COUNTRIES, 1970-74 
(In Million Dollars) 
Exports Imports Total Trade 
Country/Year 
Total To NNCs Total From NNCs Total With NNCs 
Benin 
1970 32.63 28 . 34 63.57 60.83 96.20 89.17 
(86.9) (95.7) (92.7) 
1971 42.06 38.98 77.10 73.53 119.16 112.51 
(92.7) (95.4) (94.4) 
1972 36.42 33.24 93.33 90.24 129.75 123.48 
(91.3) ( 96. 7) (95.2) 
1973 43.58 39.78 111.62 105.75 155.2 146.13 
(91.3) (95 .3) (94.2) 
1974 34.03 28.69 146.25 142.27 180.28 170.96 
(84.3) (97.3) (94.8) 
Burma 
1970 105.87 99. 66 152.09 151.19 257.96 250.85 
(94.1) (99.4) (97 . 2 ) 
1971 124.02 120.99 168.80 165.02 292.32 286.01 
(97.6) (97.8) (97.7) 
1972 122.99 112.54 135.74 129.14 258.67 241.62 
(91.5) (95.1) (93 . 4) 
1973 130.49 125.16 106.34 104.31 236.83 228.47 
(95.9) (98.1) (96.9) 
1974 198.27 193.11 203.01 197.51 401.28 390.62 
(97.4) (97.3) (97.3) 
Ethiopia 
1970 122.73 115.42 171.64 168.49 249.37 283.91 
(94.1) (98 .2) (96.4) 
1971 125.62 116 . 72 187.81 185.09 313.43 301.81 
(92.9) (98. 6) (96.3) 
1972 166.79 155.22 189.31 185 . 95 356.10 341 .17 
(93.1) (98.2) (95 . 8) 
1973 240.12 219.52 218.39 213.68 458.51 433.20 
(91.4) (97.8) (94.5) 
1974 295 . 07 265 . 56 286.48 277.52 581.55 543 . 08 
(9 0 . 0) (96.9) (93.4) 
continued 
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Table B.12 continued. 
EXpJrts Imports Total Trade 
country/Year 
Total To NNCs Total From NNCs Total With NNCs 
Gambia 
1970 14.72 14.67 20 .44 20.21 35.16 34.88 
(99.6) (98.9) (99.2) 
1971 17.42 17.37 22.34 21.63 39.76 39.00 
(99.7) (96.8) (98.1) 
1972 19.30 19.21 24.92 23.84 44.22 43.04 
(99.5) (95.7) ( 97 . 3) 
1973 24.91 24.81 31.39 30.14 56.30 54.95 
(99.6) (96.0) (97 . 6) 
1974 39.27 39.14 44.60 42.82 83 . 87 82.00 
(99.7) (96. 0) (97.7) 
Guinea 
1970 42.38 42.10 55.02 53.95 97.40 96.05 
(99.3) (98.1) (98. 6) 
1 971 55.15 55.03 67.60 64.80 122.75 119.83 
(99.8) (95.9) (97 . 6) 
1972 45.71 45.53 71.87 70.05 117.58 115.58 
(99.6) (97 . 5) (98.3) 
1973 53.89 53.51 70.54 68.13 124.43 121.64 
(99.3) (96.6) (97 .8) 
1974 105.68 105.28 83 . 93 81 .18 189.81 186.46 
(99.6) (96.7) (98.3) 
Kenya 
1970 304.90 295.80 442.40 441.70 747.30 737.50 
(97 . 0) (99.8) (98.7) 
1971 314 . 30 304.20 560.40 553.80 874.70 863 .00 
(96 . 8) (99.7) (98.7) 
1972 359.20 346.20 535.00 534.40 894.20 881.10 
(96.5) (99.9) (98.5) 
1973 474.30 456.90 616.40 615.70 1090.70 1072.60 
( 96 . 3) (99. 9) (98.3) 
1974 602.90 579.60 1026.30 1024.30 1629.20 1603.90 
(96 . 1) (99.8) (98.4) 
continued 
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Table B.12 continued. 
Exports Import s Total Trade 
country/Year 
Total To f'..'NCs Total From NNCs Total With NNCs 
Sierra Leone 
1970 102.66 102.44 118.86 117.7 9 221.52 220.20 
(99.8) (99.1) (99.4) 
1971 96.78 96.32 112.82 111.52 209.60 207.84 
(99.5) (98. 9) (99. 2 ) 
1972 118.60 117.93 119.58 118.26 238. 18 236.19 
(99.4) (98. 9) (99.2) 
1973 132.45 131.82 157.84 157.25 290.29 289.07 
(99.5) (99. 6) (99.6) 
1974 146.31 144.56 223.88 223.16 370.19 367.72 
(98.9) (99.7) (99.5) 
Somalia 
1970 31.34 30.61 45.10 41.49 76.44 72.10 
(97 . 7) (92.0) (94.3) 
1971 34.50 33.64 62 . 66 57 . 88 97.16 91 .52 
(97.5) (92.4) (94.2) 
1972 43.42 42.83 77.56 72.61 120 .98 115. 44 
(98.6) (93. 6) (95.4) 
1973 48.24 47.60 109.48 103.20 157.72 150.80 
(98 .7) (94 .3 ) (95.6) 
1974 62.05 61 .29 129.40 120.66 1 91 .45 181 . 95 
(98 . 8) (93. 2) (95 .1) 
Sudan 
1970 298.40 298.40 287 .5 0 282.20 585.90 580.60 
(1 00 . 0 ) (98 . 2 ) (99.1) 
1971 328.50 326.20 331 . 50 326.40 660 . 00 652.60 
(99.3) (98.5) (98.9) 
1972 352.90 357 . 50 338 . 60 334 . 20 696 . 50 691.70 
(99. 9) (98.7) (99.3) 
1973 436.70 435.60 436.10 429.60 872.80 864.90 
(99 . 7) (98. 5) (99.1) 
1 97 4 350 .4 0 347 . 80 710.70 700.30 1061.10 1048.10 
(99.3) (98 . 5) (98.8) 
continued 
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Table B.12 continued. 
Exports Imports Total Trade 
Country/Year 
Total To NNCS Total From NNCs Total With NNCs 
Tanzania 
1970 260.37 222.40 318.38 276.01 578.95 498.41 
(85.4) (86.7) (86.1) 
1971 278.39 226 . 97 381.66 338.93 660.05 565.90 
(81.5) (88.8) (85.7) 
1972 318.74 256.70 410.66 363.21 729.40 519.91 
(80.5) (68.4) (85.0) 
1973 340.84 281 .7 4 488.49 437.71 829.33 719.45 
(82.7) (89.6) (86.8) 
1974 420.20 352.07 812.83 748.8 1239.03 1100.87 
(83.8) (92.1) (89.3) 
Togo 
1970 55.14 54.34 67 .04 64.09 122.18 118.43 
(98.6) (95.6) (96.9) 
1971 56.04 55 . 28 72.60 69.98 138.64 125.26 
(98.6) (96.4) (90.3) 
1972 50.26 49.44 84.89 82.71 135.15 132.15 
(98.4) (97. 4) (97.8) 
1973 62.04 60.70 100.97 96.21 163.01 156.91 
(97.8) (95.3) (96.3) 
1974 187.83 186.31 118.96 116.18 306.79 302.49 
(99.2) (97.7) (98.6) 
Zaire 
1970 735.40 606. 70 533.10 520.90 1268.50 1127.60 
(82.5) (97.7) (88.9) 
1971 585. 70 579.90 640.10 627.30 1225 . 80 1207.20 
(99.1) (98. 0) (98.5) 
1972 620 .7 0 614.40 572 .7 0 556.40 1193.40 1170.80 
(99.0) (97.2) (98.1) 
1973 1121 . 20 1115.20 782.80 755.50 1904.00 1870.70 
(99 . 5) (96. 5) ( 98 . 2 ) 
1974 1519.90 1515.40 1160 . 0 1117.20 2679.90 2632.60 
(99.7) (96.3) (98. 2) 
Note : Figures within parentheses indicate the percentage share of trade 
with NNC in the value of total exports , input, and total trade. 
Source: IMF 1977 , Annual 1970-7 6 . 
TABLE B. 13 
VALUE OF GOP AT CURRENT PRICES OF SAMPLE 
COUNTRIES 1970-74 
(in million dollars) 
Country 1970 1971 1972 
LLCs 
Central African 
Republic 206.5 222.1 n.a. 
Malawi 640.7 435.5 431.7 
Mali n.a. 302.6 n.a. 
Nepal 868.7 896.5 1,027.1 
Niger 402.5 n.a. n.a. 
Rwanda 220.0 241.0 264.4 
Non-LLCs 
Benin 222.1 247.3 272.7 
Burma 2,136.6 1,908.4 1,994.1 
Ethiopia 1,769.2 2,032.3 2,044.8 
Kenya 1,603.5 1,778.2 2,032.2 
Sierra Leone 417.7 454.4 461.4 
Sudan 2,185.5 2,389.4 2,576.1 
Togo 265.9 305.9 338.3 
Zaire 1,904.2 2,061.6 2,256.2 
Sources: UN 1976 and 1978 (a). 
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1973 1974 
n.a. n.a. 
473.2 579.4 
n.a. n.a. 
1,066.3 1,243.2 
n.a. n.a. 
294.3 309.2 
312.7 363.6 
2,413.6 3,056.1 
2,401.4 2,672.7 
2,413.3 2,330.9 
561.3 672.9 
3,578.4 4,329.5 
390.0 575.6 
3,003.6 3,674.0 
Country 
Afghanistan 
Exports 
Imports 
Total 
Central 
TABLE B.14 
VALUE OF TRADE T~X OF SAMPLE LAND-LOCKED 
COUNTRIES, 1970-74 
(in million dollars) 
1970 1971 1972 1973 
n.a. n.a. 4.5 (3.6) 4.9 (3.3) 
n.a. n.a. 3.8 (2.2) 37.8(21.2) 
n.a. n.a. 8.3 (2.8) 42.7(13.1) 
African Republic 
Exports 0.9 (2.7) 1.0 (2.7) 1.0 (2.4) 1.0 (2.4) 
Imports 9.1(27.5) 9.1(27.2) 8.7(25.5) 8.5(16.4) 
Total 10.0(15.2) 10.1(14.4) 9.7(13.1) 9 .5( 10.5) 
Malawi 
Exports 1.0 (2.7) 1.8 (2.4) 2.4 (3.0) 3.0 (3.0) 
Imports 4.1 (4.3) 8 . 1 (7 .4) 8 .8 (6.8) 9.0 (6.3) 
Total 5.1 (3.3) 9 . 9 (6.0) 11.2 (5.3) 12.0 (4.9) 
Laos 
Total 23.9(41.1) 6.4(14.5) 9.0(18.7) 6.2(14.7) 
Nepal 
Exports 2.1(10.1) 1.7(11.6) 2.7(11.6) 1.6 (6.3) 
Imports 12.4(23.4) 9.8(21 . 2) 11.6(15.5) 12.4(19.1) 
Total 14.5(19.7) 11.5(19.2) 14.3(14.5) 14.0(15.3) 
Rwanda 
Exports 2.4 (9.7) 3.1(13.6) 3.5(18.1) 4.1(12.2) 
Imports 5.2(18.0) 5.9(18.0) 5.5(16 . 0) 6.2(18.2) 
Total 7.6(14.2) 9.0(16.4) 9 . 0(19.6) 10.3(23.3) 
\ tl \ 
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1974 
4.6 (6.2) 
44.4(38.8) 
49.0(12.8) 
0.2 (0.4) 
8.3(18.0) 
8.5 (8.9) 
3.4 (2.8) 
10.8 (5.7) 
14.2 (4.9) 
n.a. 
1.9 (5.8) 
13.5 (15.4) 
15.4(12.8) 
4.2(11.2) 
11.5(19.6) 
15.7(16.3) 
Note: Figures within paranthesis show the value of trade tax as a 
percentage of the value of trade. 
Sources : Based on UN 1971, 1972, 1976 and Table B.11 
TABL:C B.lS 
V~LUE OF TRADE T~X OF SAMPLE NON-L~ND-LOCKED 
COUNTRIES , 1970-74 
(in million dollars) 
Country 1970 1971 1972 1973 
Burma 
Total 38.2(14 . 8) 44.7(lS.3) 38 . 2 (14.8) 39.7(16.8) 
Ethiopia 
Exports 13 . 6(11.1) 12.4 (9 . 8) 10 . 6 (6 . 4) 20.6 (8.6) 
Imports 31 . 2 (18.2) 32 . 6(13.4) 34.6(18.3) 39.4(18.0) 
Total 44 . 8 (17 . 9) 45.0(14 . 4) 4S.2(12.7) 60.0(13.1) 
Somalia 
Total 30 . 9(40.4) 36.2(37.3) 37.4(30.9) n.a. (n.a.) 
Sudan 
Exports 17.8 (S . 9) 23.3 (7 . 1) 22.4 (6 . 3) 24.4 (S.6) 
Imports 123.8(43 . 0 ) 147.6(44 . 5) lSl . 3(44.7) 163.4(37.4) 
Total 141 . 6 (24.2) 170.9(2S . 9) 173 . 8(24.9) 18S . 0(21.2) 
Togo 
Exports 2.9 (S . 2) 2.7 (4 . 8) 3 . 1 (6.1 ) 4.6 (7 .4) 
Imports 7 . 8(11 . 6) 9 . 2(12.7) 10.3(12.1) 11.4(11.3) 
Total 10 . 7 (8 . 7) 11 . 9 (8.6) 13 . 4 (9.9) 16.0 (9.8) 
APPENDIX B.lS 
1974 
n.a. (n.a.) 
19.1 (6.4) 
4S.S(15.9) 
64.6(11.1) 
n.a. (n.a.) 
24.4 (7.0) 
189.0(26.6) 
213.4(20.1) 
7.0 (3.7) 
11.9(10.0) 
18.9 (6.0) 
Note : Figures within paranthesis indicate the value of trade tax 
as a percentage of the value of trade. 
Sources: Based on UN 1971, 1972, 1976 and Table B.12 
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LLCs 
Afghanistan 
Central African 
Republic 
Chad 
Malawi 
Mali 
Niger 
Rwanda 
Uganda 
Upper Volta 
TABLE B.16 
EXPORT DIVERSIFIC~~ION INDEX FOR 
* SAMPLE COUNTRIES : 1972 
Diversification 
Index 
0.943 
0.923 
0.927 
0.907 
0.877 
0.898 
0.951 
0.934 
0.873 
Non-LLCs 
Burma 
Ethiopia 
Gambia 
Kenya 
Sierra Leone 
Somalia 
Sudan 
Tanzania 
Togo 
Zaire 
* For method of computation see the source. 
Source: UNCTAD 1976. 
/ 
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Diversification 
Index 
0.914 
0.892 
0.972 
0.828 
'0.927 
0.951 
0.934 
0.873 
0.833 
0.913 
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